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ABSTRACT 

One of a series of educat i onal packages des igned for 
implementation either in a workshop atmosphere or through individual 
study, this Hot Topic guide presents a variety of materials to assist 
educators in designing and implementing classroom projects and 
activities centering on the topic of computers and writing; The Hot 
Topic guide contains guidelines for workshop use; an overview/lecture 
on computer-assisted instruction in writing; and six focused ERIC 
documents and articles (from scholarly and professional journals). 
Contains a 27-item annotated bibi 1 iography of items in the ERIC 
database on computers and writing. (RS) 
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Planning a Workshop Presentation 

Worksheet 

Major concepts you want to stress in this presentation: 

1 ) 

2 ) 

3 ) 

Are there additional resources mentioned in the Bibliography that would be worth 
locating? Which ones? How could you get them most easily? 



Are there resource people available in your area whom you might consult about this 
topic and/or invite to participate? Who are they? 



What would you like to see happen in participants’ classrooms as a result of this 
workshop? Be as specific as possible. 



Plans for follovmp to this workshop: [peer observations, sharing experiences, etc.] 
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Agenda for Workshop 

Planning Sheet 



Introduction/Overview : 

[What wo\ild be the most effective way to present the major concepts 
that you wish to convey?] 



Activities that involve participants and incorporate the main concepts of this workshop: 

1 ) 



2 ) 



Applications: 

Encourage participants to plan a mini-lesson for their educational setting tliat 
draws on these concepts. [One possibility is to work in small groups, during 
the workshop, to make a plan and then share it with other participants.] 

Your plan to make this happen: 



Evaluation: 

[Use the form on the next page, or one you design, to get feedback from 
participants about your presentation.] 



END-OF-SeSSION EVALUliTION 



Now that todays meeting is over, we would like to know how you feel and what you think about 
the things we did so that we can make them better. Your opinion is important to us. Please 
answer all questions honestly. Your answers are confidential. 



1. Check ( %^ ) to show if today’s meeting was 

Q Not worthwhile 1^ Somewhat worthwhile Q Very worthwhile 

2. Check ( %^ ) to show if todays meeting was 

Q Not interesting Q Somewhat interesting Q Very interesting 

3. Check )to show if* todays leader was 

Q Not very good Q Just O.K. Q Very good 

4. Check ( / ) to show if the meeting helped you get any useful ideas about how you 
can make positive changes in the classroom. 

Q Very little Q Some Q Very much 

5. Check ( ) to show if todays meeting was 

Q Tbo long Q Tbo short Q Just about right 

6. Check ( «/ ) whether you would recommend todays meeting to a colleague. 

Q Yes Q No 

7. Check )U> show how iiseful you found each of the things we did or discussed today. 
Getting information/new ideas. 

Qj Not useful Q| Somewhat useful Q Very useful 

Seeing and hearing demonstrations of teaching techniques. 

Q Not useful Q Somewhat useful Q Very useful 

Getting materials to read. 

Q Not useful Q Somewhat useful Q Very useful 



Listening to other teachers tell about their own experiences. 

□ Not useful □ Somewhat useful Q Very useful 

Working with colleagues in a small group to develop strategies of our own. 
Q Not useful Q Somewhat useful Q Very useful 

Getting support from others in the group. 

Q Not useful Q Somewhat useful Q Very useful 

&. Please write one thing that you thought was best about today: 



9. Please write one thing that could have been improved today; 



10. What additional information would you have liked? 



11. Do you have any questions you would like to ask? 



12. What additional comments would you like to make? 



Thank you for completing this form. 



Computer Assisted Instruction in Writing 

by Marge Simic 
Lecture 

(All references are fully documented in the enclosed bibliography, 
or in a reference list following the lecture) 

Two factors contributing to the change in writing instruction 
in the classroom have been the research investigating the way 
writing is taught and the computer. Research has found that most 
teachers are concerned with the final product of writing, but have 
little understanding of the process that successful writers use in 
creating the final product (Britton, et.al., 1975; Graves, 1983; 
Murray, 1984; Calkins, 1986; Hansen, 1987; Harste, et.al., 1988). 
Traditionally, students have been asked to produce compositions 
on demand, with little guidance on how to work through the steps 
that quality writing requires. 

Proponents of the various writing models endorse writing as 
an on-going, multi-stage process, with equal emphasis given to 
each of the stages. Those who advocate the process approach 
believe that to communicate effectively, the student writer must 
first gather information and organize that information. Then writing 
begins, after which the writer critically evaluates and revises 
repeatedly to determine whether the sequencing, the content, the 
format, and the tone communicate the intended message. 



Whether writing is taught by the process approach or by a 
traditional method, one of the barriers in producing good writers is 
that students must use pencil and paper to transcribe their 
thoughts and ideas. Many children are able to express thoughtful 
experiences, but have difficulty with handwriting; they labor over 
the first draft. To them, making revisions and recopying becomes 
an overwhelming burden. It is heartbreaking, as a teacher, to see 
a child, out of frustration and despair, tear up and throw away a 
thoughtful composition, because repeated erasures have made 
holes in the paper. The original enthusiasm the student had for 
the writing assignment may evaporate in frustration and anger, 
causing the student to approach the next assignment with anxiety 
and apprehension. Students may refuse to explore new ideas if 
extensive reorganization requires hours of recopying. Some 
writers, especially young writers, will make only those changes 
that do not require recopying, regardless of how much the revision 
would improve their composition. 

Educational computing has undergone a change of focus 
regarding how the microcomputer should be used in language 
arts, and especially in writing. No longer are computers seen as 
tutors and drillers. Instead, students and teachers now are 
realizing that the computer is a tool which should be used as it is 
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in business -- for handling information. A word processor can 
become the centerpiece for an effective computer-whiing 
curriculum, encouraging early language production and providing 
students with early opportunities to connect reading and writing. 
When integrating advanced technology into any curriculum, the 
teacher must always be aware that it cannot "eliminate" the 
problems. It is not the intent of this lecture to interpret the 
computer as "virtually eliminating" the problems attendant to 
transcribing compositions v .ih pencil and paper. Most 
teachers/users of word processing in the classroom will support 
the observation that children who read and write well tend to do 
well on the computer, and those who read and write with difficulty 
tend to experience the same difficulty on the computer. But with 
effective instruction and support from the teacher and peers, these 
students can experience success in writing through the use of a 
word processor. 

While the word processor can be used for many 
applications in the language arts, these uses do not always take 
advantage of the computer’s full potential. As a tool for practice in 
writing, the word processor’s usefulness is unparalleled. Writing 
researchers have long advised that the key to fluent writing is to 
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write as much as possible. The key to exact writing is to revise 
repeatedly. 

Newman (1984) discusses two important issues; the first is 

the relationship of recent research on learning to write to word 

processing. Newman says writing improves more "by 

experimenting with many aspects of the process at the same time" 

(p. 495) than by m<astering separate skills and blending them. 

Word processing allows rapid alteration and manipulation of the 

text which result in more experimentation with language while 

writers sustain the mental images they are trying to capture. The 

search/replace capability encourages synonym substitution, and 

the immediate access to a clean copy stimulates further language 

play. In general, Newman says word processing has many 

advantages as a tool in writing instruction. 

It allows writers to become more willing to take risks, to be 
tentative about meaning longer, to consider organization 
and word choices more freely than ever before. What this 
means is that children (and adults, too) can learn a great 
deal about language and the writing process each time they 
engage in writing (p.495). 

Newman’s second major point is that there is a 

philosophical difference between using computers for drill and 

practice and using them for word processing. The difference lies 

in whether we are teaching children that they are controlled by the 

computer or that they control it. With drill and practice software, 
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the computer is in charge -- this software tells the user what to do. 
and it controls what is learned. With word processing, however, it 
is the learner who exerts control both in using the computer and in 
learning to write. 

The word processor was designed for revising and 
manipulating language. One of the benefits of using the computer 
as a word processor is that proofreading and editing are easy. 
Inexperienced writers tend to make corrections at the word level. 
These students make corrections in grammar, spelling or 
vocabulary quickly and easily with no need for recopying. As 
writers become more experienced, they tend to make more 
complex changes. These "reorganizational" changes involve 
moving sentences and paragraphs around, reorganizing whole 
sections of articles, inserting new material, and discarding writing 
that no longer fits or serves. 

For student writers, the act of recopying discourages large 
revisions. Proofreading and editing are easy with a word 
processor. Even a beginner can use the delete, strikeover, and 
insert functions to make simple changes. Students can make 
corrections in grammar, spelling, or vocabulary quickly and easily 
with no need for recopying. They can make more complex 
changes, such as changing the order of the sections in a paper or 
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adding passages written in another draft, with only a brief period 
of practice. 

Ideally, freewriting also can be done at the computer. This 
would encouiage students to engage in learning and self- 
discovery rather than focusing upon the mechanics of exact 
writing. The word processor can release the writer from restraints 
that inhibit the free flow of words and ideas. Students can feel 
free to take risks in their writing because they see that they can 
always change their minds. 

Typically, however, there are not enough terminals available 
to allow for freewriting at a computer. Additionally, children (and 
adults, too) are usually unpracticed at composing and typing 
simultaneously. Frustration occurs and the pace is slow. 

Teachers can get around this problem by having children write on 
paper first. Then, at the word processor, students can "fine-tune" 
their papers. Concepts presented in the first draft can be 
examined for clarity and sufficient elaboration. Additional 
information and examples can be added, if necessary, to make 
ideas more concrete. Finally, the text can be checked for spelling 
errors, grammatical problems, and punctuation. 

Before the use of word processing, this instructional model 
of writing was not implemented due to the amount of time involved 
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in extensive rewriting or retyping. Most teachers and students 
were not convinced that the benefits of the revision process were 
worth the time-consuming mechanics of repeated writing. 

Students were often apprehensive of even beginning to put their 
thoughts down on paper because of the work and time involved in 
making corrections. 

The word processor has helped realize the advantages 
offered in process writing. Rewriting and revising are allowed to 
be the cognitive processes they should be, rather than being 
dominated by the mechanical aspects of actually putting words 
down on paper. Students learn to approach their writing errors 
from a different point of view by struggling to understand what 
causes problem phrases, sentences, or paragraphs. 

Some students and adults need a printout for the final 
revising pass. This is fine as long as we continue to revise. 
Graves (1983) warns that once a neatly-printed draft is seen, 
children may be even less likely to revise. Children sometimes 
view the "typed" copy as final and official. Its professional 
appearance may lead children to assume that insignificant 
changes such as spelling corrections, together with a neatly-typed 
format, make a meaningful composition. A neatly-printed copy 
can disguise poor content, organization, and mechanics. 
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In addition to revising and editing, another benefit of using a 
v/ord processor is that multiple copies can be printed for reading 
in peer-editing groups. Final copies can be displayed on a writing 
bulletin board or in a collection of writings without any student’s 
work showing to disadvantage because of poor handwriting. By 
making the edited work "publishable," the student receives an 
additional benefit of having an audience other than the teacher. 

The word processor offers great advantages, but also 
makes great demands. For the effective use of the word 
processor, the school must make a commitment to its use. In 
reality, the strongest commitment must be made by the individual 
classroom teacher. One obvious problem with using the word 
processor in the classroom is that the teacher must invest a great 
deal of time in teaching students to use it. Additionally, teachers 
must become familiar with the word processor themselves before 
using it in the classroom. Teachers must also decide when and 
how to give word processing instruction to their students. 

If the entire class will use the word processor, whole-class 
instruction in its use is certainly most efficient. The ideal situation 
would be to place the teacher at the front of a computer 
laboratory room with large-screen monitors for demonstration 
purposes and one or two children sitting behind each computer. 
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Realistically, however, all students may not be ready to put their 
writing on the computer at the same time. This means that more 
time will need to be invested in reteaching those who were not 
ready to go directly to the computer and type. 

Teacher’s time is valuable. Therefore, it frequently is 
appropriate to consider using a peer-tutoring system instead. This 
requires a minimal investment of the teacher’s classroom time, 
and it can be just as efficient. A peer-tutoring system can be set 
up by showing just one group how to use the word processing 
program. Then have each of these students teach at least one 
other student word processing on the computer. Teach the 
commands as the students need them. A small group of students 
can learn quickly from the teacher, or they can use the tutorial that 
comes with some word processing programs for back-up. 

In any case, the key principle should be as much "hands- 
on" activity as possible. One does not learn to word process by 
listening to the teacher talk about it; one learns by doing it. If 
composition by computer is to become as natural an act for 
children as composition by handwriting, they must be allowed 
sufficient time to develop proficiency with the keyboard and with 
the specific word processing commands. 



Teachers may be concerned with the fact that only one 
student at a time can utilize the word processor and printer. Many 
activities can be structured so as to allow "advisers" to work with 
the person typing. Moffett and Wagner (1983) have described this 
"sharing" process as central to writing instruction. Working in a 
group helps make v^riting an interactive activity. Children receive 
immediate feedback from others, making them aware of the need 
for clarity and for expressing their ideas so that they can be 
understood by others. This interactive feedback is extremely 
helpful to writers engaged in revision. It also provides each writer 
with experience in helping others revise their writings. 

Another concern of the teacher may be that the word 
processor does not provide feedback concerning the quality of 
writing. The teacher or students must read the composition and 
suggest improvements. The function of the teacher during word 
processing changes from that of final critic to that of editor and 
mentor. The word processor offers the potential for cooperation 
not only between students but between teacher and students as 
well. As the teacher circulates to interact with students during the 
writing process, weaknesses can be observed and discussed 
while work is still on the screen, before it has been printed out on 
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paper. Teacher and student must work together to overcome 
writing obstacles while the writing is still in progress. 

The cooperative give and take that is required in word 
processing/writing sessions can be an invaluable learning 
experience. Too few children see the composing and editing 
processes actually modeled for them. Teachers often seem to 
"magically" arrive at a correct mechanical revision or a revised 
wording. The students only see and hear the result, not the 
process. By sitting down with the writer and analyzing a problem, 
verbalizing each step of the solution to demonstrate the thinking 
involved as the revision is made, teachers and peers can 
communicate the essence of the writing process. 

Composition teachers have recognized that word 
processing has revolutionizing writing. Revision, long advocated 
but ignored by both teachers and students as too mechanical and 
painful, is now possible by pressing a few keys. The potential of 
word processing for aiding composition is enormous. 

We must recognize the central role of the teacher in 
composition and computer instruction. Computers do not change 
this. In all computer applications, whether the computer is used 
as a tool or simply as a device to which students can respond 
with problem solving or expressive activities, the teacher is needed 



1 



r* 

4 




11 



to provide feedback and to facilitate instruction, indeed, the 
human component gives meaning to the tasks, providing the basis 
for interaction. 

The word processor can be a powerful catalyst for helping 
students improve their writing competencies. If writing and 
revision can be made easier through effective writing instruction 
and word processing, then, hopefully, students will begin to write 
because they enjoy it rather than because they are forced to do 
so. 
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In the past few years writing skills of students in schools have been declining. Educators are 
faced with the task of preparing today's students for tomorrow's world, a world filled with 
technology. Teachers need to use all the resources available to them to encourage and 
enhance writing skills. Through writing, students intertwine the language arts- reading, 
writing, speaking, listening, and thinking, as they weave their ideas into stories they create. 

It has been shown through standardized test scores that American youth exhibit an 
impoverished vocabulary, poor comprehension, negative attitudes and lack of motivation to 
learn. 

Using the computer as a tool to teach writing skills will give the students motivation to write 
Students enjoy using computers therefore, writing on the computer should enhance their 
desire to write and improve their attitude towards writing. Writing is considered part of 
reading instruction. When children write about topics of interest to them, writing becomes 
an integral part of communication. 

One of the four major stages of the writing process is revising. When the students use 
computers to write, revising or editing is as easy as the touch of a button. When using 
paper and pencil a whole page might have to be rewritten. Sharing and publishing is also a 
major stage of writing. After writing and revising material the computer wlU print out the 
work in a neat typewritten form to be shared with others. 

Lee VerMulum made the following observations of her new high school writing class where 
computers were recently installed, 1. Student’s time on task increased significantly. 2. The 
computers greatly facilitate students working at their own pace. 3. Students report an 
increased ease of writing even though they write and revise more than they did with paper 
and pencil. 4. Students attitudes toward writing are more openly pleasurable. 5. Increase in 
collaboration and cooperation in the classroom, 6. Decreased absences. 

The use of the computer as a too! to teach ting is a relatively new idea in elementary 
school. Wepner (1987) states that word processing encourages and motivates students to 
create and experiment with communication and writing without having to worry about the 
mechanics of writing. Shaw (1987) states that computers allow students to create, 
organize, experiment and revise without having to rewrite the whole paper. This makes 
writing and rewriting easier. Wepner (1990) states that computers allow teachers to use 
software that helps students see relationships and connections between writing-reading and 
reading-writing. 

Self and Wahlstrom (1989) state that classes that benefit most from computers are those 
that involve a good amount of writing. Schwartz (1989) states that word processing 
encourages students to take risks with writing. It helps the student formulate ideas and to 
edit and review the work. It helps students organize ideas and to see the structure of the 
essay before and after the fact. Mittricker (1989) states that the word processor helps in 
brainstorming, editing, moving text and deleting while still retaining information. The word 
processor makes revision fun and easy while eliminating poor handwriting skills. 

Hypothesis 




Effect Sf((i^omputer-Based Instruction on Writing 1 



To provide additional comparative evidence, the following study was undertaken. It was 
hypothesized that fourth grade students using the computer to write will improve their 
writing skills when compared with a sample using pencil and paper for writing activities. 

Procedure 

Two fourth grade classes from one elementary school in an upper middle class 
neighborhood of New Jersey were used in this study. All students were asked to write a 
paragraph on the same topic, "What is your favorite place? Why?" These paragraphs were 
written with a pencil and paper. The paragraphs were used as the pre-test and graded 
holistically. Holistic scoring included four basic categories, content and organization, correct 
word usage, sentences structure and mechanics. 

All students receive forty minutes of computer instruction each week. Thirty students from 
one fourth grade class, the experimental sample, were instructed in the use of the word 
processing program, Clarisworks. During their regular computer class the experimental 
sample did creative writing on the word processor, they wrote short stories, newspaper 
articles and poems. The writing assignments were assigned by their regular classroom 
teacher. 

Twenty eight students from another fourth grade was designated the control sample. The 
control sample was taught computer skills other than word processing during their computer 
class. The only writing instruction they received was in their regular classroom and the 
assignments were completed with pencil and paper. 

Before beginning the experiment the experimental sample was instructed how to delete and 
insert text, change fonts size and style, set tabs, save and prim a file. The sample had some 
knowledge of keyboarding. 

After three months all students were asked to write a paragraph on the same topic, "Who is 
your favorite person? Why?". The experimental sample used the computer to write their 
paragraphs while the control sample used pencil and paper. These paragraphs were graded 
holistically. A student questionnaire was also distributed to both groups at the conclusion of 
the study to determined the attitude of the students in both groups toward writing. 

The scores from both paragraphs were analyzed according to holistic score and by the Fr\* 
readability formula. This data was then interpreted and examined for statistical significance 
using t tests. 

Results 

(Specific statistical results from this project have been deleted to save space. The full text 
of this document is available from ERIC: Call 1 SOO-ACCESS-ERIC) 

Conclusions 

The results of this study indicate there is a significant difference in the writing skills of 
fourth grade students using a computer to write when compared with a sample using pencil 
and paper for writing. 

The validity of the results of the Fry Readability on immature writers work is questionable. 
Immature writers often have a paragraph of only one run-on sentence. The Fry Readability 
determines readability based on the average number of sentences and the average number 
of syllables in one hundred words, for this reason immature writers have a high readability 
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and the results would suggest that the experimental sample became significantly less mature 
in their written performance. 



Computer Based Instruction and Writing: 

Related Literature 

The word processor is the major computer tool for writers What should be emphasized is 
that it also teaches people about the composing process. Words are no longer "carved in 
stone" but written light, sometimes flashing, disappearing, reappearing, sliding, or rippling. 
New metaphors for the "look and feel" of writing are not trivial things. They suggest that 
the technology is teaching people a new set of reactions to associate with the composing 
process. (Marcus 1990). Word processors can help to make writing less traumatic by letting 
the writer be in control of the various skills of writing, while allowing a writer an opportunity 
to view his writing objectively. (Crozier 1986) 

The computer is a powerful and flexible writing tool with certain physical characteristics and 
information processing capabilities that may affect the writing process and facilitate certain 
types of writing instruction. Computers can support the cognitive processes involved in 
planning, writing and revising text. (MacArthur 1 988) All stages of writing are facilitated by 
the use of the word processor. During the drafting stage, the word processor's ability for 
text expansion from anywhere is that the text lends itself to trial and error experiments with 
style, chronology and mode of narration. Writers are prepared to make these tests using a 
word processor because of the ease with which they can be carried out and, if necessary, 
reversed. (Croizer 1986) The computer invites the students to produce a written record of 
their exploratory writing activities. According to Luchte(1987) the availability of hard copy 
printouts in the initial composing stage allows students to feel they have accomplished 
something substantial at a point in the process during which they feel tentative about 
getting something down. 

Word processing may influence the writing process because of the ease of editing and 
revising. The ease of revision on the computer may encourage writers to make more 
revisions and improve their texts. It has been suggested that the editing capability can affect 
the entire composing process by encouraging authors to write freely, without concern for 
errors and awkward spots because it is so easy to make changes later. (MacArthur 1988.) 
Students appear to be more willing to consider revision and changes because they don't 
have to recopy the whole paper. Moore (1989) states one students view, "Instead of having 
to write reports freehand and getting writer's cramp, you can use the computer and save a 
lot of time, paper, and not have to scrub away spongy little eraser marks." Broad (1983) 
found that a word processor was most valuable in the revision process. The word processor 
made it easier to "delete, add, or move punctuation, words, sentences, paragraphs, or 
pages anywhere in the text. (Broad 1983:25) As a result of these features, the writer may 
be encouraged to revise more often and more adventurously." 

Margaret Moore (1989) cites a pilot program used in a large Southeastern U.S. school 
district. The school district integrated the use of word processing technology with its 
developmental writing program. The forth and fifth grade students of this district used this 
program. In the fall, students and teachers were trained in the use of word processing 
technology. The pre-writing stage began in the classroom, the students had two days to 
brainstorm and organize their ideas. After students thoughts were organized, on day three, 
the students used the word processor the enter the story on the computer. The students 
worked with partners to assist one another with punctuation and spelling during this stage. 
Partners also conferred with one another about content on text. The teacher held mini 
conferences with the stude/its to monitor their work. After 1 5 minutes the roles were 
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reversed and the writer became the reader and the reader became the writer. On the 4th 
day, students shared neat, legible copies of their stories with their peers editors. As the 
students shared their papers with others, they recognized the strengths of their stories 
identified problems within their stories, considered possible revision for their stories, or 
proofed their final version of their stories. Similar transactions between readers and writers 
continued until the writing piece war; published. 

Students appear to be more willing to consider revision and changes because they don’t 
have to recopy the whole paper. Moore <1989) states one students view, "Instead of having 
to write reports freehand and getting writer's cramp, you can use the computer and save a 
lot of time, paper, and not have to scrub away spongy little eraser marks." 

The findings of the pilot program indicated that students using word processors significantly 
improved the quality of their writing compared with students not using word processors. 

The computer screen facilitated discussions, editing, and revising. The neat, clean typed text 
made many students feel that they were good writers. "The powerful editing tools of the 
word processor enabled students to explore and experiment with the spelling of words, the 
arrangement of words or sentences within a story. Language learning seemed to evolve 
naturally through delighted experiences of discovery.'{Moore) 

Crozier (1986) states that a child who has trouble spelling will cover up what he knows is 
bad spelling by sloppy handwriting or, if he is given enough negative reinforcement, write 
less. By using a word processor the writer is forced to be objective, there is more chance to 
recognize a mistake and even if wrong can continually change the text without leaving 
marks of correction to ruin the presentation. The use of spell checkers give the writer the 
final decision as to the correctness of the spelling of a word. At the very least, Marcus 
(1990) states, spell checkers aid good writer who are bad spellers. 

Getting responses from other readers is an important part of the composing process. The 
upright monitor and clear print make a student's writing accessible to peers and teacher and 
can promote social interaction around writing tasks. (MacArthur 1988) Computers 
contribute to the ease of peer collaboration as shown in a study done by Ruth Kurth and Lila 
Kurth. The subjects of the study were 46 kindergarten and first grade elementary students 
in a three week summer enrichment program for teaching writing and other fin arts. Each 
group was taught ba^'C writing process skills, one with the word processor, one with word 
processor with voice synthesizer, and one with no word processor. Students using word 
processing were taught keyboarding and simple word processing commands. Each student 
was asked to write six stories, and collaboration was encouraged. Children using pencil and 
paper wrote significantly shorter compositions than either word processing group, but those 
with voice synthesizers wrote significantly shorter compositions than word processor only 
groups. Holistic scoring showed no significant difference in quality of written products: all 
sco.'es were high. Collaboration did occur more frequently in the word processor groups, 
especially with the synthesizer. 

Word processing does not make the process of writing any easier, but it does break it up 
into manageable chunks which permits skills to develop in an integrated manner rather than 
in isolation. (Crozier 1986) Traditional methods of teaching writing tend to focus on the end 
product or completed text, rather than the process through which it is created. With word 
processing, however, students never have to recopy an entire draft. This means teachers 
can set higher standards and they can respond to the development and presentation of 
students of students' ideas. Word processing can facilitate your teaching not only the 
mechanics of writing, but also the process as a whole (Wheeler 1985). Marcus (1990) 
states that computers are now regularly seen as a significant means for acquiring language 
arts skills, for developing students abilities to express what they know and feel. Word 
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processing technology according to Moore (1989) appears to be an efficient way to address 
the needs of a language learning curriculum. In particular, the word processor and its 
powerful editing tool may provide a natural way for students to explore oral and written 
language in an environment which does not separate reading, writing, language, and real life 
experiences. (Moore, 1989:609) 

A project to increase readability grade levels in tenth graders using computers was 
undertaken by Sally Hague and George Mason in a middle sized suburban high school. The 
project also had a hidden agenda, to make reluctant revisers take a second look at their 
writing. Could student be lured into revision activities under the pretense of trying to raise 
the readability levels of their compositions. The students were taught the mechanics of the 
fry readability and given a survey about attitudes toward writing at the first session. 

Students were taught to use the computer program to calculated the readability of their 
stories. The students learned to enter their writing samples, edit it for spelling errors and 
print out the results. Each student wrote a draft copy, inserted it onto the computer, 
checked the readability of the composition, revised it and determined the readability grade 
level of the revised paper. Each student saw an increase in the readability grade level from 
the original draft to the revision. Two students raised their readability by two grade levels; 5 
students raised it by three levels; 3 raise it by five levels; and 1 raised it by eight levels. The 
use of a readability measure and writing with the aid of a computer can indeed CoUse 
students not only to take a second look at their writing but also to revise their work. 

Four sixth grade classes were the focus of research on the effect of computer assisted 
instruction on student revision of writing assignment. Two classes were heterogeneous with 
one using CAI: two classes were in a gifted program with one using CAI. Each class 
received process approach writing instruction by a teacher trained in the National Writing 
Project. All student were asked to revise a prewritten story containing "target flaws". 
Intensive case studies using "stimulated recall" were done with 8 students' revising 
strategies. While the increased length and higher holistic scores of computer student's 
papers were statistically significant. The most significant finding was the relationship on the 
focus of instruction in each class with the type of revision coded: fluency, word choice, and 
mechanics. The study suggests that revision is driven by instructional emphasis, not 
computer interaction. 

The results of a study done by Emily T. Schanck had quite different result from those of the 
previous studies. The subjects of the study were twenty two students irom one fourth 
grade classroom. The students were randomly assigned to the experimental and control 
groups. The experimental group did all creative writing on the word processor and the 
control group used pencil and paper. The study concluded that there was no significant 
difference in the number of revision done by fourth grade student regardless of the tool they 
used. 

Wheeler(1985> states that many teachers report that students have an improved attitude 
toward writing even when they're not using the computer. Word processors can help 
students improve their writing at least as low as the fourth grade. Attitudes towards writing 
improve with the use of computers. Taggart (1994) states that her students write longer 
papers, spend more time revising them and turn in better work. She also found they enjoy 
using high-tech devices, work independently and enthusiastically to complete assignments 
and take pride in their creations. According to Moore (1989) using computers appeared to 
alleviate students concerns about messy papers or poor handwriting. One student stated, "I 
like the word processor because you don't make many mistakes and when you erase you 
can't mess up your paper." Others reported, "using the computer I can read what 
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I type better than what 1 write." Word processors give students the power to produce neat, 
printed work, and to correct errors without damaging the appearance of the papei . 
(MacArthur 1988) He feels this aspect of word processing may be especially motivating for 
those exceptional students whose written work is typically characterized by poor 
handwriting and numerous mechanical errors. 

in contrast, a study was undertaken by the Educational Testing Service, to determine the 
effects on essay scores of handwritten and word-processed versions of students essays. 
Nearly 500 students produced at least two essays, one in handwritten form and the other 
one on the computer. The essays was then scored. The essays were then transcribed, the 
hand written essays typed on a word processor and the word processed essays hand 
written. These same essays were then rescored by trained readers who had not been 
involved in the initial scoring of the essays. When original hand written essays were word 
processed and rescored the average score decreased significantly. When original computer 
produced essays were handwritten and rescored the score increased slightly in analyzing the 
discrepancies of the converted essay scores the researchers made these observations. 1 . 

The word processed version appeared to be considerably shorter than the corresponding 
handwritten versions, even though they contained the exactly same number of words. The 
single spacing of the printouts highlighted this feature. 2. Poor handwriting hides a 
multitude of sins. In the word processed essays grammatical mistakes and inappropriate 
paragraphing tend to be more apparent. 3. It was evident from the strikeouts on the 
handwritten essays that the students made serious efforts to revise their essays. This was 
not visible on the word process versions of the essays. There is a possibility that the readers 
may have rewarded the effort that was implied by the revisions in the handwritten essays. 
This is plausible because the readers, being teachers of writing are often trained to 
encourage students to revise their work. 

Training has an impact on essay scoring therefore, a second study was undertaken. The 
readers were trained and the first study was repeated. The readers received modified 
training in the following 1 . The results of the first study were discussed and the readers 
were encouraged to get beyond the different impressions made by the presentation of the 
essays. 2. The influence of the perceived length on the essay scoring. 3. Using both 
handwritten and word processed essays in training. 4. Checking for differences in the 
standards applied to scoring essay in the two modes. The discrepancy favoring handwritten 
essays was greater in the first study for essays that were originally handwritten and then 
converted to word processed versions than for word processed essays that were converted 
to a handwritten format. The transcribers produced neater and more legible versions than 
that of the original handwritten essay. There were probably fewer instances of unreadable 
words among the transcribed handwritten essays than among the original handwritten 
essays therefore less opportunity to give writers the benefit of the doubt. This pattern was 
not detected in the second study but may have resulted from the standards of the readers. 

Researchers have not been able to document support for the strong feeling of improved 
writing ability that often accompanies students positive attitudes. Lack of evidence regarding 
improved writing ability may be attributed to the fact that most research has been done over 
a short period of time, which may not be long enough to show measurable differences of 
growth in writing ability: writing proficiency may not be influenced by the tools used to 
write: appropriate teaching strategies have not been developed in using word processors to 
teach writing. 
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Anyone who has learned a word-processing program and uses it regularly on a computer at 
work or home might be disappointed with reports to date on the impact of the computer on 
student writing. Features of word processing which allow a writer to revise quickly 
produced hard-copy drafts should, it seems, effectively serve writing instruction; but until 
the time students have enough access to computer work-stations to practice and become 
comfortable with word processing while they are learning to process written language, it Is 
probably too early to judge how effective the computer will become in improving student 
writing. 

Computers are becoming more common in schools. In 1983, Withey predicted that the 
computer "may have a firmer hold on the future than do English teachers." That same year, 
a survey (Ingersoll, Elliott, and Smith, 1983) estimated that there were over 200,000 
microcomputers in U.S. elementary and secondary schools; and it predicted a 60-percent 
annual growth rate for the following years. That would suggest that well over two million 
computers are now accessible to elementary and secondary students and teachers; and in 
the light of initiatives launched by Federal agencies and some states to develop computer- 
assisted instruction, that figure may be conservative. 

A search of documents entered in the ERIC database between 1983 and 1987 identified 
over 50 reports on computer-assisted writing instruction; but a review of these documents 
suggests that the influx of computers into schools does not assure students regular and 
sufficient time to learn to write on them. It appears that in most schools, computers reside 
in a computer laboratory shared by all the teachers and students in the school. Students 
participating in special writing programs usually must leave their more familiar classroom 
environments and go to the computer laboratory. 

HOW MUCH TIME ON TASK? 

The presence of computers in regular classrooms may not guarantee that students will have 
ample opportunity to use them. A Canadian study of 90 teachers and 180 elementary 
students in three grades {barter et al., 1987) placed computers in regular classrooms. Each 
teacher worked with one student learning to write on the computer and with one writing in 
longhand. This report, which is replete with data on various time-on-task analyses, does not 
clarify how the teachers scheduled the experiment while teaching their classes. Each 
experimental subject, nonetheless, had access to the computer in his or her regular 
classroom; and the average time spent writing on it over a six-month period was an hour a 
week. Students who logged the most hours on a computer averaged about 60 hours over 
six months. 

Several of the reports in the database indicate that many students learning to write with 
computers are lucky to get 30 minutes experience a week. Whether the atypically larger 
amount of time and experience the students in the Canadian study had with the computers 
was sufficient to allow them to become very proficient word processors is not clear. 

WHY DON’T COMPUTERS ENCOURAGE REVISION? 
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Limited time-on-task may explain why so many of the reports in the database fail to mention 
the benefits of computer-assisted instruction in encouraging revisions and why several 
reports specify that the students did not get opportunities to print and see their efforts in 
hard copy. Such applications provide no opportunity to evaluate the feature of computer 
writing that recommends itself to many practiced writers: the almost immediate opportunity 
to see and react to what one has written and then to make changes which can be quickly 
reprinted. 

Yet the studies which have focused particularly on revision do not support the notion that 
writing on computers should encourage a student to revise. Daiute (1985) found no 
difference either in quality or quantity of revision for junior high students writing with and 
without computers. In another study, Daiute (1986) found that students writing on 
computers revised less than those using pens and pencils. The computer writers, however, 
got higher scores on their finished products after getting lower scores on their first drafts, 
suggesting that computers may have led to more effective revision. 

Nor did the college students in Hawisher*s study (1987) revise more than those not using 
computers; but, interestingly, this study found no positive relationship between revisions 
and quality of writing. For younger children, there are several simplified word-processing 
programs available, but even with these, it appears that students who are being taught to 
write on computers do not get enough time-on-task to become comfortable with simple 
word-processing features like "insert" and "delete" or to use them freely in making 
revisions-let alone enough time to learn to "block" text, move it for reorganization, and then 
print and analyze the results for subsequent revision. A recent guide from Phi Delta Kappa 
(Schaeffer, 1987) outlines the teaching of writing with the microcomputer as a seven-year 
procedure. Although students in classes following this process are learning simple revision 
commands in the second grade, the program sensibly reflects the fact that it takes a 
reasonable amount of time for students to learn word processing. 

ARE THERE BENEFITS? 

Most of the reports in the database have, nonetheless, found that computer-assisted writing 
instruction has some effect-if not dramatic impact— on both the quantity and quality of 
writing (e.g., Stine, 1987). Most of these evaluations rely on informal teacher observation 
and product review; but the frequency of cautious endorsement of computer-assisted 
instruction across many of these reports suggests that differences reported are reliable. 
Some of the relatively rare experimental studies in the database have reported similar 
results. 

However, a report by Dean (1986) questions the potential for computer-assisted writing 
instruction. Dean found that on a college entrance exam, college freshmen who were not 
trained to write using word processing outperformed those who were tr;^ined to write on 
computers. Dean expressed concern about the cost of the computer-assisted writing 
program and the extra instructional time it required. Hass (1987), on the other hand, found 
that experienced writers who wrote letters with pen and pencil took longer to complete the 
task than subjects who followed the guidance given by a computer program and that the 
letters of the latter group were better. 

There are other exceptions to Hawisher’s indication that computers did not encourage 
critical reaction to what was being composed, and they are reported in studies which 
involved some form of team or peer editing and reaction. Dickinson (1986) found that when 
collaborating on a writing project at a computer, first-grade children developed language 
skills while planning and evaluating their project. Heap (1986) reported on a program that 
teamed a writer with a peer as "writing helper"— a kind of in-process editor— and another 
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classmate as a "technical helper" to advise and discuss solutions to word-processing 
problems. Piper (1987), Smutek (1986), and Heap each found the computer effective in 
assisting teamed writing instructionfor students learning English as a second language. 

IS WORD PROCESSING THE ONLY APPROACH? 

Also in the database are reports on the use of computer software which assumes a strong 
instructional and interactive tutorial role. Most of these programs guide the student writer 
through the identification of topic, the brainstorming and then organizing of jot notes on the 
topic, and the application of the resulting outline to produce a written document (e.g., 
Huntley, 1986). Strickland (1987) conducted a case study using such a program and found 
it effective. Styne (1986) reported on how a computer program that guides students as they 
compose poetry generated enthusiasm among college freshmen. 

Some teachers of writing at higher levels involve students in the development of their own 
software programs to guide their writing. Walton and Balestri (1987) discuss studies that 
link instruction in computer programming and college freshmen composition which they feel 
help students understand writing as a design discipline. Bruce (1987) cites such approaches 
as the precursors of the computer’s potential in facilitating thinking, creativity, and language 
development. 

In addition to computer software which guides a writer through the formation of his or her 
own ideas, there are, of course, programs of preformatted exercises that many teachers 
consider important to writing instruction. Smith (1986) discussed "a plethora of skills and 
drills software" that often lacks quality because it is not theoretically based. Such programs 
present. In effect, a kind of electronic workbook, which may have the potential to hold 
student interest through programmed practice but which may not relate to the process of 
writing. 

WHEN CAN WE KNOW? 

The computer’s great promise to writers who know how to compose on one is its 
facilitation of revision. As Withey described it, the computer can be "a blank page on which 
the student can write, revise, and edit...." What the writer who uses a particular word- 
processing program needs to keep in mind, however, is how long it took him or her to 
become comfortable with the new tool. What kind of familiarity with both the keyboard and 
the written word did the writer have before sitting down to learn word processing? How 
many hours of writing in front of a computer monitor did it take before the writer learned 
how to use the features o the program comfortably? When did focus on the computer 
software stop competing with getting the best words in the most effective order? After how 
many hours did word processing first begin to serve effective composition? 

The ratio of computer stations to students may have to provide more time-on-task before 
we can adequately evaluate the computer as a tool for writing instruction. That kind of 
access, it seems reasonable to point out, is going to involve considerable investment in 
expensive hardware that has an annoying way of becoming obsolete; it also means that 
teachers interested in using the technology need to be trained to use it productively. With 
those factors in place, writing instruction will-as has always been the case-rely on the 
enthusiasm, abilities, and effective methodologies of good teachers. 

The teachers and other researchers who are now experimenting with computer-assisted 
instruction are building an important database that will be analyzed for guidance in 
developing effective methodologies. The computer is a technology that will almost certainly 
become more and more accessible in the lives of students, including the young writers 
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involved in the studies reported to date. Many of these students will be writing regularly 
using computers. Whatever the limits of the experience they got using computers, it can 
become a valuable one. 
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Early Childhood Classrooms and Computers: 

Programs with Promise 
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This digest discusses two promising computer pro- 
grams for early childhood classrooms. These pro- 
grams— word processing and Logo— are beginning to 
show benefits as learning tools. The role of the teacher 
as an essential element in the success of these programs 
is also explored. 

During the 1980s, computers achieved widespread 
use in classrooms for young children. As we approach 
the 1990s, teachers are coming to realize that the mere 
presence of these computers does not assure student 
learrvng. Unsupported clai ms of early computer zealots 
are now giving way to a developing body of research 
which can assist early childhood educators in making 
justifiable use of these technological tools in early child- 
hood curricula. The digest which follows discusses two 
uses of computers that, based upon recent research, 
appear especially productive as learning tools in class- 
rooms— word processing and Logo programming. 



Word Processing 



Those who work with very young children are aware 
that children are generally quite effective in making 
themselves understood. Their language is very much 
alive, fresh, creative, and often unpredictable. While 
children's verbal language possesses tremendous po- 
tential for communicative competence, because of 
their lack of motor facility they have less potential for 
achieving equal competence in written communica- 
tion. 

Over the past five years, word processors specifically 
designed for children who are just beginning to use 
print have been developed. Experts are finding that 
these programs can support beginning writers in many 
ways; for example, word processing: 




— Provides visual, motor, and sometimes auditory, 
supports for unsophisticated learners. 

—Often encourages learners to write more since 
the mechanical drudgery traditionally as- 
sociated with writing is minimized. 



—Encourages writers to focus on the content of 
what is said rather than the form or technical 
aspects of writing. 

— Increases the likelihood that children will revise 
text— a key process in effective writing. 

—Provides products that are printed with a letter- 
quality appearance that encourages children to 
share written communication (e.g. stories for 
the library, signs, banners, books). 

— Involves writing on a computer screen which is 
visible to passerbys. This public nature of word 
processing encourages social interaction in writ- 
ing. 

—Makes writing especially appealing to limited 
English proficient and special needs children. 

—Encourages positive attitudes toward learning 
in many curricular areas. 

Recent and Near-Future Developments 

Over the past couple of years, word processors 
which "speak" text created by children have become 
available. Initial research suggests these devices are 
highly motivational and promote improved understand- 
ing of the relationships of letter and sound, and of word 
and sentence. In addition to "talking" word processors, 
programs are under development and will soon be 
available which create written text directly from spoken 
words. Thus, the richness of children's language may 
be captured without the necessity of typing text. 

Logo and the Classroom 

Logo is a highly sophisticated graphics-oriented pro- 
gramming language developed specifically for children . 
Logo, which was introduced into classrooms about 
seven years ago, is specially designed to enable children 
to become active participants in learning. To date, re- 
searchers believe that: 

— Logo programming develops problem-solving 
abilities. More specifically, such programming 



develops procedural problem-solving skills in' 
which larger problems are broken down into 
smaller, more manageable chunks. 

—Logo facilitates assimilation of basic geometric 
and mathematical concepts. Some r^earchers 
have even indicated success in using Logo to 
introduce concepts often considered ttx> dif- 
ficult for primary children. 

—Children collaborate more when working on 
computer problems than when working on 
other classroom tasks. 

—Learning how to plan well is not intrinsically 
guaranteed by the Logo programming environ- 
ment, and such learning must be supported by 
teachers who know how to foster the develop- 
ment of planning skills. 

—Logo may enhance social development of chil- 
dren. The Logo environment may encourage 
children to learn to cooperate, listen, and be 
critical in a constructive fashion, and to ap- 
preciate the work of others. 

—Children who are working with Logo, engage 
in more self-directed explorations, exhibit more 
pleasure at discovery, use verbal and other types 
of problem solving strategies more often, and 
make greater improvement in attitudes to learn- 
ing than do children who do not use Logo. 

—Logo provides an environment which encour- 
ages divergent thinking and creativity. 

—Students using Logo tend to improve in overall 
cognitive, social, and behavior skills. 

— Logo promotes development of the ability to 
describe directions (spatial relation develop- 
ment). 

— Logo is especially effective in motivating chil- 
dren with special needs. 

Word Processing, Logo, and Classroom Teachers 

Current literature tends to demonstrate consistency 
concerning the importance of the classroom teacher. 
The teacher has been found to be the single most inf- 
luential determinant of success in creating problem- 
solvers through the use of Logo or improving the writ- 
ten communicative competence of children with word 
processing. Effective teachers have an understanding 
of both the power and limitations of these programs 
for children. Moreover, these teachers are well- 
grounded in knowledge of the cognitive processes 
being developed and of child development. 

Conclusion 

In the next decade, the use of computers as a learning 
tool will become even more prevalent. It will be neces- 



sary, therefore, for educators to become increasingly 
aware of what computers can and cannot do for the 
educational development of children. In this digest we 
have summarized developing research which, though 
It is far from definitive, is beginning to confirm the 
merits of using word processing and Logo in the early 
childhood curriculum. 
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USING THE COMPUTER AS WRITING TEACHER; 
THE HEART OF THE GREAT DEBATES 



Andrea W. Herrman 

In Proceedings of the Annual Summer Conference. The Computer: Extension of the Human 
Mind II . 20-22 July 1983, Univ. of Oregon, Eugene, Oregon. 

The great debate which has been taking place in the world of writing instruction for 
some time mirrors the emerging debate concerning the implementation of computers in 
education. In the Great Writing Debate the central issue concerns whether writing can be 
taught through a mechanics-usage approach — grammar, punctuation, spelling — particularly 
via the manipulation of words and sentences, such as in workbook exercises, or whether 
writing instruction needs to rely primarily on the creation of written texts by the student, 
with mechanics and usage a by-product of the process, dealt with in relationship to the 
student’s writing on an ad hoc basis. In the Great Computer Debate a war rages between the 
adherents of pre-programmed instruction — computer-assisted (CAI) and computer managed 
(CMI) of the drill and practice and tutorial sort — versus those who advocate using the 
computer in more holistic ways with the student the creator or programmer of the activities. 

The Great Writing Debate and the Great Computer Debate share a common 
philosophical foundation. The traditional grammar approach, like computer drill and 
practice, supports the underlying notion that isolating activities into classes makes them 
easier for students to understand, to learn, and to apply to the larger learning tasks. 
Opposition to these activities, however, suggests that they are mechanical, done rotely by 
students, and that information using these techniques is either poorly learned, irrelevant to 
more holistic tasks, not capable of being applied to new situati ins or that the 
segmentalization of steps fails to take into account the range of complex skills needed in the 
larger processes. 

Seymour Papert, author of the best selling book, Mindstorms: Children. Computers 
and Powerful Ideas , sees the division as one between the computer as "teaching instrument" 
and the computer as "writing instrument" and states that "this difference is not a matter of a 
small and technical choice between two teaching strategies. It reflects a fundamental 
difference in educational philosophies." (1) 

In looking over the literature on computers and writing, the existence of this 
dichotomy is stri':ing. Applications and research fall into one or the other category: the 
computer as a teaching instrument of the basic skills or the computer used in holistic ways as 
a writing tool. 

Basically two kinds of criticism are made of computer-assisted programs. First is 
criticism that could be leveled at textbooks, namely that the content of the material about the 
nature of writing and the writing process is of questionable value based on writing research. 
A corollary to this kind of criticism is that the computer is being used only as an expensive 
workbook; many programs essentially do nothing that couldn’t be done as well on paper. 
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Second are questions about the pedagogical approaches. They usually rest on the assumption 
that students who can put in the correct form of a verb, pick out the topic sentence in a 
paragraph or find the word that is incorrectly capitalized are learning how to write. In fact, 
while these are all useful editing skills, they do not help students acquire or improve their 
abilities in topic selection, focus, coherence, cohesion, the elaboration of ideas or any of the 
many other activities that involve the creation of written text. 

The risk that confronts English teachers who turn to the typical CAI programs as a 
means of teaching writing is the same problem English teachers confront in the workbook 
orientation to teaching writing: the skills that are usually being taught are not writing but 
editing skills. 

The belief that grammatical form should take precedence over meaning as the 
preferred way to create effective writing is greatly disputed by many writing theorists. 

James Collins, in "Speaking, Writing, and Teaching for Meaning," claims that students 
taught from this premise become effective in "error avoidance" and that their writing is 
"brief, vacuous and impersonal, polite and innocuous," (2) Anthony Petrosky deals with the 
issue of grammar in an article, "Grammar Instruction: What We Know." Based on a review 
of the literature, especially two carefully conducted longitudinal research studies carried out 
on the value of grammar instruction to writing improvement, he concludes that the study of 
grammar has no influence on the language growth of typical secondary students and that 
"there is no empirical evidence for the teaching of grammar for any purpose." (3) 

A new model of the writing process has evolved as a result of the work by 
contemporary writing process theorists and researchers — Sondra Perl, Donald Murray, 
Donald Graves, Lucy Calkins, Janet Emig, Linda Flower and John Hayes, among others. 
They are exposing the fallacy that writing is a linear series of sequential steps proceeding 
from pre-writing to writing and then to revision. Methodologies and contexts for studies 
remain diverse and include the case studies of unskilled college writers by Perl, the use of 
laboratory protocol analysis of writers speaking into tape recorders as they write of Flower 
and Hayes, and the studies of children in schools by Graves and Calkins. However, they’re 
discovering phenomena, to a great extent interrelated, that create a new and presumably more 
accurate view of the real nature of writing. 

Perl describes it as a recursive, back and forth shuttling process. (4) She talks about 
it as one of "retrospective" and "projective structuring." (5) Flower and Hayes say, 

the writing process, like any other creative process, is rarely straightforward 
or direct. A writer’s conclusions, his main ideas, even his focus, are often the 
product of searching, trial and error, and inference. (6) 

They also point out the potentially negative influences of the parts-to-whole approach in 
teaching writing. 

This process could easily be disrupted by focusing on form too early. Thus a 
product-based plan may thwart the dynamics of the normal generating process 



by placing unnecessarily rigid constraints in the early stages of the writing 
process. (7) 

Ample evidence exists to question approaches to writing whose principal concern lies 
within subskills -- such as grammar, usage or form -- rather than meaning and which draw 
their assumptions from the idealized model of the linear conception of the writing process 
that no longer appears valid. Emig makes a strong case for writing as a "unique mode of 
learning" and shows it to be organic and functional, a way of making learning connective and 
selective. (8) One of the dangers of time spent in ineffective ways of teaching writing is 
noted by Petrosky in his final evaluation of the role of grammar in teaching writing: "The 
study of grammar, while serving no ascertainable purpose, also exists at the expense of 
proficiency in reading and writing." (9) There is a fear, as Emig claims, that 

unless the losses to learners of not writing are compellingly described and 
substantiated by experimental and speculative research, writing itself as a 
central academic process may not long endure. (10) 

Yet there seems reason to be optimistic about the teaching of writing, the role of the 
computer in that process, and, perhaps, even reason to believe that the current interest in 
writing and computerized instruction may serve to create a new emphasis and new strategies 
in that art. Recent approaches in tire area of computers and writing have attempted to shift 
the focus from the computer as a teaching instrument to one where the student takes a more 
active role and the computer becomes a writing tool. 

Word processing is probably the most common way the computer is used holistically 
as a writing tool. One of the important questions concerning this approach is how the use of 
computers affects the composing process. Is writing done on computers different from, 
perhaps superior to, written work done using other tools? 

The question is legitimate. The current electronic age has given us a new sensitivity 
to the differences between the word as sound and as print. (11) According to Walter Ong, 
the word has been transformed in three stages: oral, script and electronic. (12) Jack Goody 
and Ian Watt take an in-depth look at the idea that "writing established a different kind of 
relationship between the word and its referent, a relationship that is more general and more 
abstract, and less closely connected with the particularities of person, place and time, than 
obtains in oral communication." (13) Ong also argues that, "more than any other single 
invention, writing has transformed human consciousness," by establishing "context-free" 
language as opposed to the embedded nature of oral discourse. If one accepts their argument 
that the means of production of thought, oral vs. literate, affects the nature of thought 
produced, then one may conclude that the different means of producing literate thought — 
pencil, typewriter, or word processor — could exert significant influence on the nature and 
quality of the written product. 

If so, how might these differences manifest themselves? Writing done on a computer 
could affect the number and quality of ideas, the correctness of grammar, usage, and 
spelling, the choice of vocabulary, the complexity of syntax, style, and many other aspects of 




47 



writing. Unfortunately there is as yet very little research evidence to indicate whether or not 
such effects do take place. 

Bums and Culp have experimented in a Freshman English setting with a program that 
attempts to break away from the drill and practice format and to encourage students in "the 
process of exploring subject to discover ideas, arguments, or propositions — those features 
which one must know in order to write convincingly about a subject." (14) Their 
conclusions state that their program encouraged both growth in the number and the 
sophistication of ideas." (15) This research did not involve the writing of compositions, only 
the generation of ideas on a topic the students had selected for a research paper. It did not 
evaluate the number and sophistication of ideas actually used by the students in the eventual 
creation of their papers. No conclusions can be drawn, therefore, as to the effectiveness of 
the program to generate ideas in the actual composing process. 

Two studies done on computer assisted programs to help children handle stmctural 
elements of the composing process were carried out by Earl Woodruff, Carl Bereiter, and 
Marlene Scardamalia. Unfortunately what appear to be faulty assumptions about the 
composition process and the subjects’ lack of experience in typing and word processing 
resulted in the creation of ineffective programs on the one hand and inconclusive results on 
the other. The first study concluded that the program was deemed "not to actually have 
engaged the students in a higher-level consideration of the composition choices" but resulted 
in students taking a "what next?" approach to their planning. (16) The second study which 
continually interrupted the students as they composed to ask them response-sensitive 
questions designed to "foster more carefully considered and more fully developed essays," 
resulted in work which received lower ratings. (17) Writers in the act of composing are 
bound to be disturbed, it would seem, by questions, no matter how well intentioned. The 
encounter with this new strategy, while long enough to show its ineffectiveness, was too 
short, even if it had been a pedagogically sound one, to show improved written work. The 
ability to master new strategies may be a much slower process than researchers realize. 

Research into the possible effects of word processing on writers and writing is 
currently being carried out at the University of Minnesota. The project, a three year plan, is 
looking at the composing process of writers and the pedagogical implementation of word 
processing in the context of the classroom. Results, however, are not yet available. 

Studies on the effects of word processing with computers on children’s writing are 
currently being carried out at Teachers College, Columbia University, by Colette Daiute. 

Her preliminary evidence suggests that word processing improves the quantity of writing, the 
number of revisions, and the length of the manuscripts done by children. (18) These 
findings, while in themselves insufficient evidence to conclude that the computer has affected 
the quality of the end product, lend support to that possibility. Studies on the composing 
process, especially revision, highlight the relationship between revision strategies and the 
quality of writing. It is probably axiomatic that for real revision to take place, a piece of 
writing must have substance to it, a certain length. It is easier to revise a longer piece; there 
is more than can be deleted or rearranged. 




Ellen Nold, who discusses the importance of the revision process states that "recent 
research indicates that one of the major differences between skilled adult writers and 
unskilled adult writers is the way they revise." (19) Citing Nancy Sommer’s work on 
revising, she says that skilled adults revise globally first and then locally. (20) She makes 
reference to Beach’s suggestion that the sophistication of a writer’s revising strategies would 
be a good indication of the developmental level of the writer. (21) 

Using the computer to word process, however, is not without its problems. There 
seem to be frustrations in learning any word processing program. It takes a period of time 
before the computer becomes for the writer an extension of his or her body in the same way 
as the pen usually is. It is possible, while one is learning a word processing program, to get 
snared in the web of its procedures and to lose important ideas and concentration, disturbing 
the rhythm and flow of the writing at hand. 

In addition to mechanical interruptions, there can be logistical ones. If the computer 
is located in the user room of a school, there are the distractions inherent in the presence of 
others that may disturb the quiet concentration necessary for many writers. The writer may 
find he or she needs materials or sources that are not easily transported, such as dictionaries. 
The user room schedule may be inconvenient or the computers may be occupied when the 
writer wants to work. The computer may be "down" for repairs or for maintenance. 

But most obstacles can be overcome. When the word processing program is 
mastered, many writers find that computers allow them to catch their idea flow faster and 
more efficiently than by pen. Once the idea has been captured, one of the great advantages 
the word processor represents to the writer over the pen is its ability to delete, to insert, and 
to move small or large chunks of information easily. Revision can be done swiftly. As one 
professional writer put it, "It takes the pain out of writing." The ease of revision encourages 
writers to go back over their work again and again, making words more effective, sentences 
more powerful, paragraphs more unified. One of the many questions that needs to be looked 
at more carefully is whether revision done on computers remains the same as might be 
expected from the writer’s developmental level or if the process of writing on the computer 
facilitates the acquisition of more sophisticated techniques. This is important since improved 
revision strategies should result in improved writing. 

The use of text editors to help writers, after they have word processed their writing, 
to eliminate errors of grammar and spelling, improve word choice and usage, even to point 
out organizational matters, is a way the computer is being used as an editing tool. One of 
the most extensive programs of this nature, developed at Bell Laboratories, is called the 
Writer’s Workbench. These programs may be used by the writer to highlight potential 
problems. Given the highly complex nature of language, the computer will not always be 
right, however, and the writer makes the decision whether to change a feature or leave it 
alone. Conclusions to trials conducted by Bell Labs suggest their programs may result in 
improved writing. "Compared to first drafts, the last drafts of documents had fewer passive 
sentences, fewer abstract words, and fewer awkward or wordy phrases." (22) However, no 
control group was used. Without a control group it becomes impossible to know how much 
of the improvements on the final drafts is attributable to the programs and how much to the 



writer’s own skill at editing. Most writers’ final drafts will be a noticeable improvement 
over their first, even without a text editor. While these programs appear to be valuable aids 
to the writer, more research needs to be carried out which shows the exact nature of 
advantages and disadvantages in using them. 

The composing process via computer may also affect a writer’s style. Assessing 
style, "style in the sense of what is distinguished and distinguishing," as William Strunk an 
E.B. White put it, is difficult. 

Here we leave solid ground. Who can confidently say what ignites a certain 
combination of words, causing them to explode in the mind?... these are high 
mysteries.... There is no satisfactory explanation of style. (23) 

These difficulties of assessment suggest that comparing changes in a writer’s style writing on 
and off the computer may not be made easily with any sense of objectivity. It seems likely 
such changes as well as other changes in the written product do occur although we may not 
achieve a good understanding of them for some time to come. 

What is the future of the computer in the teaching of writing? In spite of the recent 
wave of enthusiasm which is greeting the computer in education, there are notes of caution. 
Alfred Bork states. 

It is not clear that the computer is going to improve education. The computer, 
like any new technology, has the potential for improving education or 
weakening education... the computer is a gift of fire. (24) 

If we receive the Great Writing Debate and the Great Computer Debate and agree that 
for teaching writing the computer is best used holistically as a tool rather than as a drill and 
practice instrument, the debates will still not be ended. The question of how the composing 
process is affected using the computer is a complex one, not readily answered. Work in the 
area of computers and writing needs to take into account the ongoing research on the writing 
process. Both teachers and researchers need to have a solid theoretical foundation on which 
to build their strategies and approaches for using the computer as a writing tool. Then, 
tempering our enthusiasm with a touch of caution, we should attempt to discover through 
research and personal experience the best educational implementations of this exciting new 
writing tool. 
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'Seymour Papert, Mindstorms: Children. Computers and Powerful Ideas (New York: 
Basic Books, 1980), pp. 30-31. 

^James Collins, "Speaking, Writing, and Teaching for Meaning," Exploring Speaking- 
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p. 201. 
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‘^Ellen Nold, "Revising," in Writing . Vol. 2, ed. Carl H. Fredericksen and Joseph F. 
Dominic (Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1981), p. 67. 

“Nold, "Revising," p. 67, citing N. Sommers, "Revision Strategies of Experienced 
Writers and Student Writers," MLA, December 1978. 

”Nold, "Revising," p. 67, citing R. Beach, "Self-Evaluation Strategies of Extensive 
Revisers and Nonrevisers, College Composition and Communication . 27 (1976), 160-164. 

“Nina H. MacDonald et al., "The Writer’s Workbench," TEEE Transactions on 
Communications . Com. 30, No. 1 (1982), p. 109. 
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A Collaborative Writing Project Using the Worldwide Web 

by Allen Sylvester and Christopher Essex 
Indiana University 



Allen Sylvester, Education L517 student: 

As I began planning for this project, I hoped to integrate the use of computers into a midterm project involving some 
aspect of writing instruction. From the readings I had done for this class, it seemed that there had been very little 
work done in the field of computer telecommunications and how it could be used to contribute to reading and wnting. 

I began to ponder how the newest and most innovative aspects of this field could stimulate students' interest, while 
requiring them to exercise their reading skills at tiie same time. I decided to focus on a project utilizing the 
worldwide web, that part of the Internet that delivers text, graphics and other media to a user's computer. 

One has only to watch a half-hour of television or to read any popular magazine to notice that the worldvride web has 
already made its way into mainstream culture. Nearly every business has an http address, and nearly every 
commercial online service (such as America Online, Prodigy and others) has its own version of a web browser for use 
by its clients. Storylines in the latest movies revolve around the interactions between people on the Internet, and 
many news items refer to the residents of 'cyberspace' as a growing subculture. In my opinion, the chance to "surf the 
web" ought to interest even tlie most computer-illiterate student. 

I set out to build a web site that had written communication as its main focus. Before I could proceed, however, I 
needed to know the age group and interests of the users it might serve. This provided a challenge until I heard of a 
project being coordinated by the Gifted and Talented Education department at Indiana University. Their project, 
called "SPRING-2," was an effort to provide technology and innovative educational materials and instruction to rural 
gifted youth in southern Indiana. As part of their effort, they provided schools vrith computers and an internet hookup 
through IDEAnet, Indiana's statewide bulletin board service. I agreed to help them with certain technical problems in 
exchange for using their students as subjects for my midterm project. 

The students in Project SPRING were 7th and 8th graders in two southern Indiana schools. They fit the profile of 
what is called the "Rural Gifted." Rural Gifted youth are gifted, though they have not had the educational 
opportunities that their urban and suburban counterparts have had. A Rural Gifted youth might display his or her 
giftedness through musical or artistic ability, or through mechanical aptitude. The goal of Project SPRING was to 
provide these students with extra instruction to "bring them up to speed" in relation to other gifted youth. In my mind, 
these students were perfectly suited to my project. 

1 set up a website which modelled the old Appalachian tradition of the "Story Tree", where a storyteller begins a 
story, and allows group members to add to it, until a unique story develops over time. Since the students participating 
in my experiment are of Appalachian descent, I hoped that they would take to this format easily. The main obstacle I 
had to overcome was their lack of reading and writing ability, which is due in pzirt to their environment and to the 
inequalities which exist in their school systems. The students know tliey do not have good grammar and spelling 
skills, and as such they were quite timid at first to expose their writing to review by their peers. I received an e-mail 
message from one student early on, expressing his misgivings about the project. Eventually, though, the students got 
over their initial fears. 

Ilie site operated by having the students read llirough the initial storyline, which I provided, a paragraph or so that set 
the stage for a story in a particular genre such as science fiction or mystery, and then they were invited to add their 
own paragraph to the story. Then the next student would add on to the story and so on. The students would therefore 
be asked to exercise their reading skills to comprehend the storyline as it developed, as well as analyzing what had 
last been said, and synthesizing a paragraph which would continue the thread of the story in a fashion which would in 
some way lend continuity to the story. I also emphasized, in order to provide a sense of safety for these students who, 
until now, had apparently never had their writing viewed by their peers, that criticism of other people's writings 
would not be a part of the exercise. They were just to read, and to contmue the story on as best they could. 

The first few weeks were frustrating. Between mechanical and software problems between the schools and my site, 
and the extreme reluctance of the students, I felt the project might not get off the ground. The first student who 
contributed misunderstood the thrust of the project, and ended the story in one paragraph. I was forced to erase his 
contribution, explain tlie concept in person, and hope for the best. 1 was pleasantly surprised to sec the number of 
submissions which began to arrive shortly after my in-person explanation. 
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Initially, there were to be two schools participating in the story tree. However, one school was forced to diop out due 
to the lack of time and commitment of the participating teachers. In the other school, there was great support from the 
Media Specialist, vjho felt this was an excellent opportunity for the students to express themselves. She related to me 
that these are students who never fmd an outlet to express what they feel, yet are extremely curious about the world 
outside their little town. TI. ise students love the computers that SPRING donatecl, and spend hours browsing the 
worldwide web. With this sort of support, I was not surprised about the strong responses received. 

It is my belief that such story trees could be used to evaluate the necessity of remediation for certain students. A good 
reading/writing teacher could view the submissions of a student who has real problems with certain grammatical 
forms, and could provide gentle remediation on those aspects of writing vAiere tire student needs help. Similarly, 
students v/ho seem imable to grasp certain aspects of reading will exhibit this lack of imderstanding by either refusing 
to participate, contributing storylines v^diich bear little relationship to the original, or by showing other non-verbal 
cues which an alert teacher can observe. 

As a former student in schools vriiere personal expression was limited to a few term papers and the occasional journal 
entry, I remember jumping at the chance to |>articipate in a story-telling contesl This was a single-person contest 
where you were given the fust sentence of a story and were expected to finish it I never felt quite so free to express 
myself as then, and I hope that this opportunity gave the SPRING students a similar feeling. I also know that in 
certain situations, open sharing of stories is not easy for this age group, so perhaps an alternative would be to 
expound upon the idea that a submission can be made anonymously. I remember feeling a secret joy in seeing how my 
stories would affect other people. Perhaps a teacher who incorporated this idea into a classroom could take some time 
during the week to read out loud tlie most recent submissions as a chance to discuss constructively the way the stories 
might be improved or changed slightly. 

My area of concentration is computers and science. Both of these arc areas in wfiich writing and reading arc often 
difficult to incorporate. As a computer teacher, I think that this sort of mechanism would provide an excellent 
opportunity to have students read and write, and even contribute to stories that were being added to by schools across 
the world. It would be an excellent extension of this activity to have actual well-known authors make occasional 
contributions, or even have professors at colleges critique the writings online, or via e-mail, so students can learn 
interactively. As a science teacher, I believe an extension of this same project would provide a forum for discussion of 
conclusions and data analysis. Students could work on a global problem, such as acid rain, and confer with fellow 
students at schools across tlie nation. They could share data, and discuss findings and conclusions, even participate in 
a form of "chat" through the Internet, and all the while be utilizing their reading and writing skills without 
consciously knowing it. 

It is my belief that if the use of writing and reading is interesting enough to students, they will actively seek out 
improvement in their writing and reading abilities so that they will be able to participate more effectively. If they 
enjoy working with the World Wide Web, and understand that to communicate effectively they have to know how to 
read and write well, then perhaps they will fmd the intrinsic motivation to learn these skills in the classroom. 

Christopher Essex, Distance Education Coordinator: 

After discussing the above project with Dr. Carl B. Smith, director of the ERIC Clearinghouse for Reading, English 
and Communication and Mr. Sylvester^s instructor for the course, I decided that "The Global Campfire," as Mr. 
Sylvester had titled his online project, would be a great addition to ERIC-REC*s Parents and Children Together 
Online magazine, of vriiich I was the editor. This web-delivered magazine, an outgrowth of a popular booklet-and- 
audiocassette series, featured original articles and stories for children and parents. I felt that the interactive nature of 
this project would make it a perfect addition to the magazine's offerings on the website. I believed that children would 
enjoy the opportunity to flex tlieir writing muscles via the worldwide web, and the collaborative nature of the activity 
would make it an educational as well as entertaining expenence for them. 

Tccimically, adapting tlie project was not especially difficult. Mr. Sylvester had already written Uie basic text that 
would go on the pages. He had formatted tlie text in I fTML (Hypertext Markup Language) so that it could be 
delivered via the WWW. 'Hiis is a simple formatting technique, and can be accomplished by using any one of a 
number of HTML authoring programs, such as Microsoft's Internet Assistant, an add-on to the popular Word program, 
Adobe PageMill, or Hot Metal. 

The pages also required the use of a forms processing program called Transform, which would lake the text typed in 
by the student through their web browser (Netscape, Mosaic, or Lynx) and send this text, as an email message, to the 
person administering tlie web pages (in tliis case, myself). It would be easy to make the posting of these additions to 
the stories automatic, but both Mr. Sylvester and I agreed that this was not necessary or even advisable. Given tlie 
free and open nature of Uie Internet, and the fact that tlicsc pages were designed to be viewed by children, we decided 
tliat having some sort of editorial control over the content of the stories was important. 



» « 
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The pages were then revised for the particular needs of the Parents and Children Together Online audience, roughly 
3,000 visitors a month, ‘spiffed up* with background colors and graphics created using a scanner, and sent up via an 
FTP (File Transfer Protocol) program to the website. This all may soimd complicated, but with some small degree of 
technical assistance from a website manager or educational technology specialist, any Internet-connected classroom 
teacher should be able to easily design and manage a similar program. 

The revamped version of "The Global Campfire" was an immediate and continuing success. We have received 
contributions from children all over the USA and all over the world— Atistralia, South Africa, Ireland, to name a few. 
The magazine as a whole has been awarded Point Communication's Best 5% of the Web award, and shares in the 
ERIC-REC website's Magellan 4 Star Award from McKinley Communications, both of these awards no doubt due in 
part to the interactive collaborative writing forum. 

Our plan is to continue to offer "The Global Campfire" as a free service to our readers, and to add new storylines, and 
multiple storylines to the mix. One of the advantages of hypertext-based systems like the worldwide web is that the 
reader can have a unique kind control over the text, one tW has only been approached, in the printed format, by some 
children's choosc-your-own-adventurc books. The growing number of Hypertext Literature, Hyperfiction, or Tree 
Fiction (all synonyms) sites on the web are growing, (see http://wwwxLcam.ac.uk/users/gdrl 2 /tree-fiction,html for a 
listing of resources) and this collaborative writing format ^ould be uniquely interesting and rewarding to young 
writers. Though the current format of "The Global Campfire** stories is strictly linear, we plan to add this dimension 
in the coming issues. 

In the following pages, an example one of the story trees is represented. As you read through it, keep in mind that the 
writings are, for the most part, unedited, though small spelling and grammar corrections have been made. I have also 
included an example of the actual screens students see as they use the site. 



The ongoing "Global Campfire" can be viewed at the Parents and Children Together Online website: 
http://www. indiana. edu/-xricjrec/Jl/pcto/menu.html 
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Attachment 1 ; The Introductory screen 




Welcome to 

The Global Campfire! 



Since the dawn of time, humans have entertained themselves and each other around the tribal 
campfire by telling and retelling stories. Some of these stories became legends which live on to this day. 
From here, you are invited to take part in this ritual that is as old as humanity itself. 

YOU can be a part of the next generation of story-tellers, and maybe your story will become a legend 
too! 



You are now standing in front of the Global Campfire. Around you are gathered the many peoples of 
the world. Each is as unique and diHerent as you are, yet all have gathered in this place for the same 
reason -- to share in the storytelling. 



Each person who comes here has the right to try to add their part to the great Stories of Humanity. 
Every person can read what the those who have gone before them have written. As part of the Global 
Conununity, each person is expected to be respectful of every other person. Everyone's part is as 
important as everyone else's. Take your turn with dignity, knowing that your story is precious to the 
world. 



The tradition is simple: 



' Read one of the stories that interests you. 

Add the next part of the story. 

Check back later to see if your contribution has been added to the story. 



Due to the number of submissions received, it is not possible for every submission to be added to every 
story. You will increase your chances of being a contributor by paying attention to what others have 
written before you, and making a positive addition to the plotline of the story. Reader contributions will be 
added to the stories as soon as possible, but there may be a delay of several days, especially on the 
weekends. Keep checking back! 



O 



What is your pleasure today? 




BEST COPY AVAILABLI! 
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® Read and add onto a storv> 

^ Learn about the concept of the Global Campfire 



This story-building project is copyright 1995 by EDINFO Press 
Project Developed by Allen Sylvester 
Project Coordinated by Christopher Essex 

A Special Thanks to the students of Crawford County and Paoli, Indiana, 
who have contributed their words to this project. 





Attachment 2: An example of one of the story trees 




The Global Campfire: 
Mystery Story 



The House at the End of Fleaker Street 



Everyone said that the house at the end of Fleaker Street was haunted, but I had always thought that 
there were no such things as haunted houses. I decided to find out once and for all what was really 
going on at the end of Fleaker Street. 

My friends and I got a bunch of flashlights, some candles, and our sleeping bags. We were going to 
spend the night in the old house, and hopefully we'd see what was there. None of us believed in ghosts, 
so of course we weren't afraid to stay there, but secretly I was afraid. 

Submission from Justin 
Crawford County 

We were camping out at the old house. We did not belive in ghosts, so we thought we had nothing to be afraid 
of. The house had boards over the windows and doors. We went to the door and pried the board off and 
opened the old door. It made a loud squeak and it fell of the hinges and we went inside and we heard a loud 
moaning. My friend said, "Let's put the sleeping bags out." We heard footsteps and a groan and a shadow 
appeared and it said, "Get out of my house!" 

Submission from Naomi 
Crawford County 

But we decided to stay all night anyway. We heard all kinds of sounds. Then we heard footsteps coming down 
the stairs. 

Submission from Matt 
Crawford County 

During the next night we heard noises coming from the upstairs so after a while the noises started getting on 
^our nerves so we decided to go up and find out what the noises were. On our way up we heard voices on the 
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other side of the upstairs so we hurried up the stairs quickly but quietly. Then when we got to the room right 
next to the one that had the voices we jumped in that room and hurried up and ran behind the bed so if they 
decided to go downstairs they wouldn't see us if they looked in the room. We sat in there and listened to the 
voices for about 5 minutes then we started to here something behind us so we started to look behind us and 
when we got about half way around we beared someone start screaming and when we turned back around we 
seen one of our parteners was gone so we ran down stairs as quickly and quietly as we could and when we got 
down there we... 

Submission from Kathryn 
New Lambton, South Australia 

...were shaking. I could hardly speak. One of us eventually said that we should go and look for our friend. 
"Was he still alive?". "What were we going to say to his parents?" Slowly we crept around the house looking 
in each room. We entered the attic and then, "A/L\AAAAAhhhhhhhh!" There it was! The biggest one we had 
ever seen. 

Submission from Lisa S. 

Johannesburg, South Africa 

A monster was staring us. Its ugly jelly like eyes quivered as they took in our appearance. After we had 
regained pur composure we glanced around the room. 

Submission from Brian 
Dublin, Ireland 

What happened was that our friend had dressed up as the monster and was trying to scare us. He thought it 
was very funny when he took off his costume. We were angry with him, but... 

Submission from Tommy Dorchak 

4th grade. West End Catholic School - Johnstown, PA 

...then we heard footsteps coming from downstairs. Then we saw something green and leafy coming in our 
room. 

"Ahhhhhhhhhh!" we screamed. 

"Hi guys, I brought you a tulip to make this room smell like a room." 

"Mom, don't scare us like that!". 

But before Mom put the flower down, the tulip opened its two lips. 

Submission from Daniel Gibbs 
Rideau, Richmond, B.C., Canada 

Did you know that tulips have large teeth? Well, neither did we. . .until that day. The teeth were huge and 
sharp. We stood terrified. Mom was the first one to move. She ran screaming from the room. We would have 
too, but the tulip cut off our escape. The sound of its grinding teeth made us shudder. 

"It's only a flower, what could it possibly do?" my friend asked, with disbelief. 

"You're right!" we echoed, "We have nothing to fear." 

We relaxed. And we would have stayed relaxed, except for the fact that the flower started to slither towards 
usM ! ! ! 

Submission from Abbey 

Oxford Road Elementary, New Hartford, N. Y. 

As the predator plant slithered closer to us, we almost panicked. Bill screamed. "My pocket knife! I just 
remembered!" 

I * screamed, "Quick, cut the roots before it reaches us!" 



As Bill ran forward, the plant's vines reached out and wrapped around his legs. "Help!" he screamed. Now I 
did panic. 

Submission from Elizabeth 
Wirifield, Crown Point 

"Ahhhhhhhh!" I tried to run, but I couldn't move. Then my friend cut the vine and we all ran downstairs, 
grabbing our stuff. We ran out the door. But when we got to the porch, we saw a humongous tree blocking 
our way. 



Add on to the story! 



Who are you, storyteller? 

Please enter your name and your school and city. 

Name; | 

School and City: | ~ 

When you are done, use the TAB key to move to the SEND button. If you decide not to 
SEND vt^hat you have typed, use the RESET button to erase it. 




Remembei to SEND your story contribution before you leave! 
Press this button to submit the story: [ SEND ]♦ 



To reset the form, press this button: [Reset 



Go back to the campfire 
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How to Read an ERIC Abstract 
and Find Related Articles on this Subject 



The ERIC educational resource database includes more than 800,000 bibliographic records. 
Educational resources listed in the ERIC database are of two types; EJ, journal (magazine) 
articles, which are easily found in most Education libraries, or through interlibrar / loan; and 
ED, documents such as Master's theses, which are available at any library that has an ERIC 
microfiche collection, ED documents can also be ordered directly from ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service by using the form at the end of this bibliography section. 

You may also wish to perform your own ERIC database search, to retrieve the most current 
information on your topic. This is easily done at any Education library; it may also be 
available to you online through your university computing system, 

in the following bibliography, we have selected some recent relevant articles that you may 
wish to read for your further knowledge, or to use in a Distance Education 
Application/Research Project. ERIC abstracts are easy to read, once you are used to the 
system, which is detailed below. 



Note that this abstract has an EJ accession number, which means that the work abstracted is a Journa! artiefe, 

ERIC Accession Number — 
identification number sequentiatty 



Notq : The format of ar. ERIC Journal 
Artido resume wi9 vary accordir>g to 
the source from which the database 
Is accessed. Tho above format is 
from the printed Index, CurrofU Index 
to Journals m Educaiton. 



Sample ERIC Abstract 



assigned to articles as they are 
processed. 





EJ4669I9 EC606287 ^ 

Article Title* ►- Famtiy-Ccntcrcd Techniques; Integrating 
Enablement into the IFSP Process. Andrews. 
Author(s) ^ Mary A.; Andrews. James R. Journal of Childhood ^ 



Journal Title 



Reprint Avaflabillty 
Descriptive Note 



Communication Disorders, vI5 nl p41-46 1993 
(Reprint; UMI) 

Note; Theme Issue: Service Delivery to Infants and 



Volume No.. Issue No.. Pages 
PubIleaton Date 



Toddlers: Current Perspectives. 



ISSN: 0735-3170 



ISSN 

(Inteinationat Standard Serial 
Number) 



Major and Minor Descriptors — 
subject terms found in the 
Thesaurus of ERIC Desenptors that 
characterize substantive content. 
Only the major terms (preceded by 
an asterisk) are printed in the 
Subject Index of Current Index to 
Journals in Education (CUE). 



Descriptors: CThild Rcanng; •Communication 
Disorders; *Ear!y Intervention; 



•Family Involvement; Individual Development: 
Objectives; Parenting Skills; Skill Development; 
•Teamwork; Young Children 
identiners: •Enabler Model. Family Needs; — 
•individualized Family Service Plans 



Major and Minor Identifiers— 
terms found in the Identifier 
Authority List that characterize 
proper names or concepts not yet 
represented by descriptors. Only the 
major terms (preceded by an 
asterisk) are pnnted in the Subject 
Index of Current Index to Journals in 
Education 



Annotator’s Initials 



Annotation 



This article desenbes techniques, used in a family- 
centered early inicrvcntion project, that both assist in 
accomplishing the goals of the Individualized 
Family Service Plan process and create opportunities 
for families to display their present competencies 
and acquire new ones to meet the needs of their 
children wuh communication disorders 
(Auihor/JDD) 
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AbstractsJ-bn-^Cpr^^ andl5^ibns^^••^^^^ 
-• EduQcblpnalri^l^Kes Da^ba^ .: 



AN: EJ501927 
AU: ShaderDaniel-D. 

Tl: Computam and Young Chlldran. Storyboard 
Softwara: Rannal Boards in tha Computar Aga. 

PY: 199B 

JN: Day-Cara-A-Eariy-Education; v22 n3 p45-46 Spr 

1995 

AV: UMl 

AB: Describes storyboard softwara as computar 
programs with which children can build a story using 
visuals. Notes tha importance of such programs from 
preliterete or nonraading children. Describes a new 
storyboard program, **Wiggins in Storyfand,** aixi its 
features. U’^'iS recommended storyboard software 
programs, with publishers and compatible 
connputers. (BAG) 

AN: EJ499763 

AU: Bonk,>Curtis-J.; And-Others 
Ti: Cooperative Hypermedia: Tha Marriage of 
Collaborativa Writing and Mediated Environments. 
PY: 1994 

JN: Computers-in-the-Schools; vlO nl-2 p79-124 
1994 

AB: Discusses collaborative writing with hypermedia 
and multimedia tools as well as the requisite 
hardware end software support thet foster cognitive 
and social skills. Proposes research on tha imp^cf 
and possibilities for students end teachers using 
collaborative writing in hypermedia environments. 
(102 references) (JKP) 

AN: ED382163 
AU: Cain,-^Lu 

Tl: Using Technology To Enhance Student Learning 
Outcomes. 

PY: 1995 

NT: 52 p.; Practicum I Report, Nova Southeastern 
University. 

PR: EDRS Price - MF01/PC03 Plus Postage. 

AB: This practicum was dasigned to increase the 
use of connputer technologies, which would enhance 
student learning outcomes. The primary goal was to 
improve the lenguaga arts skills of third, fourth, 
and fifth grade students by using specific softwara 
and related activities. A secondary goat was to raise 
teachers' computer comfort levels and skills. With 
the help of classroom teachers, software was 
selected and units of study were incorporated with 
the selected software. Software training sessions 
were conducted with teachers prior to using the 
software with their students. Teachers were also 
assisted in conducting computer lab sessions in 
wNch students published their writing. Positive 
results ware perceived from the 1 2-week 
implementation. Teachers gair>ed expertise and 
confider>ce In usir>g computers. Students 
independently chose to access academic software 
programs, and the number of lesson plans including 
computer software as en instructional resource rose 
from less than 3% to more than 24%. Rva 



expected outcomes are listed, ail of which were met 
or exceeded through this practicum. Date is 
presented in seven tables. (Contains 19 
references.) (MAS) 

AN: ED381791 

AU: Wimberly, -Sabrenai-R. 

Tl: Improving Written Expression of Seventh Grade 
Mildly Intallactuelly Disabled Students Utilizing e 
Basal Reading Program, Journal Writing and 
Computar Applications. 

PY: 1994 

NT: 53 p.; Ed.D. Practicum, Nova Southeastern 
University. 

PR: EDRS Price - MF01/PC03 Plus Postage. 

AB: A practicum was designed to increase mildly 
intellectually disabled students' written 
communication skills by demonstrating functional 
written expression skills in daily assigrvnents and in 
social communication. A sequenced rocKiing and 
language program with the integration of journal 
writing and computer applications was utilized. 
Seventh- end eighth-grade students with mild 
disabilities were provided e structured, tenguege-rich 
environment in wNch to commur>icate. The 
instructor planned structured activities that involved 
readirtg, audiovisuals, current events, arxi 
cooperative activities along with e structured, daily 
writing program. Collaboration was an important 
aspect in that students were involved in many role 
playing end verbal rehaarsat activities to increase 
conversation er»d writing skills. Writing to convey a 
message was emphasized initially and students were 
introduced to the function of words in sentences. 
Progress was monitored using holistic scoring 
methods. Review of the practicum outcomes 
revealed 7 out of 10 students were able to 
demonstrate functional written expression skills in 
journals er>d on daily assignments after a competent 
writer had modeled structure. Students* interaction 
in cooperative activities provided an excellent 
platform for writing. Students displayed motivation 
to commurvcate. Appropriate use of mechanics was 
documented along with increases in spelled words, 
sentence length, and legibility. Reeding and language 
instruction reinforced mechanics rules end built upon 
them. Increased success is predicted if more time is 
provided for the program. (Contains e figure and 23 
referer>ces.) (Author/TB) 

AN: ED380802 

AU: Jeckiewicz,-Geraldine 

Tl: The Effect of Computer Based Irwtruction on 

Writing et the Elenf>entery Level. 

PY: 1995 

NT: 38 p.; M.A. Project, Kean College of New 
Jersey. 

PR: EDRS Price - MF01/PC02 Plus Postage. 

AB: A study examined the effect of computer- 
assisted instruction on fourth greders* writing skills. 
Two foiirth grade classes from one elementary 
school [n New Jersey participated in the study. One 
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Hot Topic Guide 33 Updated Bibliography 1 



clast (the experimental temple) was taught to use 
the computer es e writing tool, while the other clast 
(the control temple) used orily pencil end peper. 

Both cletset were given c pretest end e posttest. 
Holtstio scoring wet used to score the peregraphs. 
Results Indicated a significant improvement In 
writing skills in the experimental clett as 
compared to that of the control clets. (Contains four 
tables of data end 1 7 references. Appendixes 
contain a survey end test scores. (Author/SR) 

AN: EJ495132 

AU: Reissman,-Rose 

Tl: lumguage Arts: Multimedia Memoirs. 

PY: 1995 

JN: Computing-Teacher; v22 n4 p33-35 Dec-Jan 

1994-95 

AV: UMI 

AB: Description of a writing project for sixth graders 
includes hearing excerpts read from Brent Staples' 
memoirs, then creating their own nruiltimedie 
memoirs drawn from their life experiences. Project 
topics include observing the decay of e 
neighborhood or death of a relative or neighbor. A 
list of 1 7 memoirs written by ethnic minorities for 
use with children is apperxied. (17 raferences) (KRN) 

AN: ED376474 
AU: Simic,-Merjorie 

TI: Computer Assisted Writing Instruction. ERIC 
Digest. 

CS: ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading, English, arxi 
Communication, 

Bloomington, IN. 

PY: 1994 

AV: ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading, English, arxi 
Commu'xcation, Indiene 
Urv»'i«i^ty, 2805 E. 10th St., Suite 150, 
Bloomington, IN 47408'2698. 

NT: 4 p. 

PR: EDRS Price - MF01/PC01 Plus Postage. 

AB: Two factors contributing to the change in 
writing instruction heve been (1) the research 
investigeting the way writing is taught and (2) 
the computer. Proponents of the various writing 
models endorse writing as an ongoing, mu^ti-stage 
process, with equal emphasis given to each of the 
stages. Educational computing has undergone a 
chenge of focus regarding how the microco.mputer 
should be used in language arts, especially in 
writing. As a tool for practice in writing, the word 
processor's usefulr^ess is unperelleted. Even a 
beginner can use the delete, strikeover, erxi insert 
functions to make simple changes. Teachers can get 
arourxi the typical problem of too few computers in 
the clessroom by having children write on paper 
first. The word processor has helped realize the 
advantages offered in process writing. Revising, 
editing, erxi printing multiple copies becomes easy. 
For effective use of the word processor, schools 
must make a commitment to its use, arxl the 
classroom teacher must make an even stronger 
corrvnitmant to Invest a great deal of time in 
teaching students how to use it. The ideal 
situation would be to place the teacher at the front 
of a computer for whole-clast instruction. However, 
a pear*tutoring system can also work. In any case, 



the key is es much "hands-on" activity as possibl^^. 
(RS) 

AN: ED376442 
AU: Meroney,-Barbera 

Tl: Improving the literacy Growth of Second Grade 
Students through the 

Use of Whole Language, Peer Tutoring, Cooperative 
Learning, end 

Computer-Based Instruction. 

PY: 1994 

NT: 1 33 p.; Ed.D. Practicum, Nova Southeastern 
University. 

PR: EDRS Price - MF01/PC06 Plus Postage. 

AB: A precticum addressed the problem that the 
traditional Chapter 1 program of e school district had 
not been effective in promoting literacy growth. The 
students repeatedly read the same stories with 
equal lack of success each time. They were not 
motivated to read or write because the purpose was 
irrelevant and failure was probable. The strategy 
used with 22 students in one classroom was to 
combine research-based whole language approaches 
with cooperative learning activities, peer tutoring 
experiences (as tutors ar>d tutees), and computer- 
based instruction. Learning styles arxi needs were 
met while students increased their ability to learn 
erxl think critically. Results from the Diagnostic 
Achievement Battery^, reading running records, 
writing samples, checklists of teacher observations, 
personal evaluations, erxi surveys reveal that the 
students showed notable development i'^ literacy 
growth. Rr>dings suggest that the planned program 
of instruction helped the students improve literacy 
growth with confidence. (Contains 97 references, 7 
tables, and 6 figures of data. Appendixes present 
the writing rubric, checklists and survey instruments, 
and examples of story mapping er>d story circle 
diegrems.) (RS) 

AN: EJ490795 

AU: Chambless,-Jim-R.; Chambless,-Martha-S. 

Tl: The Impact of Instructional Technology on 
RaadingAnfritIng Skills of 2nd Grade Students. 

PY: 1994 

JN: Reading-Improvement; v31 n3 pi 51 -55 Fall 

1S94 

AV: UMI 

AB: Compares effectiveness of computer-based 
instruction in K-2 to traditional instruction on the 
reading ar>d writing achievement of secorxi graders. 
Firxls educetionelly significant effect sizes on 
comparisons of reading scores erxi meesures of 
writing in fevor of the computer-based instruction 
group for et-risk students. Suggests that 
computer-besed instruction is a pov/erful 
instructional tool for K-2 teachers. (RS) 

AN: EJ489943 

AU: Moxley,-Roy-A.; And-Others 
Tl: Computer Writing Development In e 
Prekindergarten Clese of 4 Year Olds. 

PY: 1994 

JN: Journal-of-Computing-in-Childhood-Education; v5 
n2 p211-29 1994 
AV: UMI 
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AB: Studied four>year olds* writing development over 
a school yaar by analyzing their output on a word- 
processing program. Found a combined increase in 
productivity, complexity« and accuracy. Results 
suggest that these increases may be attributable to 
the word processing program and not solely to 
novelty, maturation and incidental learning, or 
teacher effects. (HTH) 

AN: EJ482044 

AU: Sinatra, -Richard; And- Others 

Tl: Using a Computar-Based Semantic Mapping, 

Reading, and Writing Approach with At-Risk Fourth 

Graders. 

PY: 1994 

JN: Journal-of-Computing-in-Childhood-Edu cation; v5 
n1 p93-112 1994 
AV: UMI 

AB: Investigated the efficacy of a computer program 
approach to halp 260 at-risk fourth graders modal, 
practice, and intarnalize narrative writing skills. 

Found that the at-risk students responded positively 
to the use of technology incorporated with 
instructional strategies for developing Ngher order 
thinking and literacy skills. The teachers also 
indicated positive attitudes toward the use of 
computers. IMDM) 

AN: EJ478080 

AU: Casey,-Jean; Martin.-Lella 

Tl: Utaracy Instruction In an Integra tad Curriculum. 

PY: 1994 

JN: Computing-Teacher; v21 n5 p33-34, 36-37 Feb 

1994 

AV: UMI 

AB: Two articles describe the use of computer 
software to help elementary students develop 
literacy and writing skills: the first article evaluates 
"Writing to Read” software, comparing its use in 
classrooms and in computer labs with traditional 
instruction; the second article discusses using 
"Writing to Write” software with tNrd 
graders. (LRW) 

AN: EJ478075 

AU: Pohl,-Virginia; Groon>e,-Dana 

Tl: "Happy Hands”: Pra-Kayboardlng Facility for 

Emergant Writars. 

PY: 1994 

JN: Computing-Teacher; v21 n5 pi 6-18 Feb 1994 
AV: UMI 

AB: Describes the use of "Happy Hands" 
instructional materials and techrsques for grades K-3 
to develop keyboarding knowledge and skills for 
computer-assistevi instruotion. Color coding 
techniques are explained: (he use of dictation is 
discussed; keyboardinv' games and software ere 
described; and the development of writing skills 
thfough keyboarding is exemlned. (LRW) 

AN: ED373777 

AU: Allen,-Gay1o; Thompson, -Ann 
Tl: Analysis of the Effect of Networking on 
Computer-Assisted Collaborative Writing in a Fifth 
Grade Classroom. 

PY: 1994 

NT: 1 6 p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of 
the American 



Educational Research Association (Now Orleans, LA, 
April 4-8, 1994). 

PR: EDRS Price - MF01/PC01 Plus Postage. 

AB: This study examined tha effacts of a computer- 
mediated networked learning environment on the 
writing of fifth grade students who used word 
processing to write four texts collaboratively during 
an 8-woak period. A telecommunication network 
was utilized to allow the students in the 
experimental group to send their work via e-mail to 
an audience of readers who road and responded to 
their writing. Rrxiings suggest that when students 
knew they would be sending their writing to an 
outsida reader and when they received a prompt 
response, thoro was a positive effect on the quality 
of writing. Results also suggest females used the 
computer technology when the onvirorwnent was 
oooperativo ar>d they had aqual access to the 
equipment. Thera is also indication that writing to 
communicate tr. ..i authentic audience outside the 
classroom may have contributed to the males in the 
experimental group scoring Ngher on the writing 
assignments than the males in the control. 

(Contains 20 reforonces.) (Author/JLB) 

AN: EJ389244 
AU: Lake,-Dan 

Tl: Two Projects that Worked: Using 
Talecommunications as a Resource in the 
Ctaesroom. 

PY: 1989 

JN: Computing-Teachar; v16 n4 pi 7-1 9 Dec-Jan 
1 988-89 
AV: UMI 

AB: Describes projects developed through the Long 
Distance LearNng Network (LDLN) that 
experimented with using telecommunications in 
classrooms in the UNted States and in other 
countries. A creative writing project involving 
elementary school students in the United States, 
Canada, and Australia is described, and a seventh- 
grade geography project is explained. (LRW) 

AN: EJ388499 

AU: Harrmann.-Andrea-W. 

Tl: Computers and Writing in Qiftad Education 
(ERtC/RCS). 

PY: 1989 

JN: Journal-of-Reading; v32 n7 p652-54 Apr 1989 
AV: UMI 

NT: Special Issue: New Technologies and Reading. 
AB: Reports that there are few documents in the 
ERIC database concerNng using computers as 
writing tools for gifted students and that the thrust 
of computer education for the gifted is toward 
developing abstrect tNnking only. Argues that more 
research is needed on classrooms for the gifted 
writer. (RS) 

AN: EJ386478 
AU: Casella,-Vickia 

Tl: H*s Navar Too Soon to Start Kindergartners 
Writing with Computers. 

PY: 1988 

JN: Instructor; v98 n3 p103 Oct 1988 

AB: Muppet Slate, a writing program used on Apple 

computers, is described, along with its successful 
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integration into a kindorgerten language arts 
program. Students can write original stories 
iilustrated with a choice of 1 26 pictures. Utilities 
enable teachers to customize the program to meet 
student needs. (lAH) 

AN: EJ333083 

AU: Selte.-Cynthia-L.; Wehlstrom,>BiIlie>J. 

Tl: Computers and Wiitlng: Casting a Broader Net 
with Theory and Research. 

PY: 1988 

JN: Computers-and-the-Humanities; v22 n1 p57-66 

1988 

AV: UMI 

AB: Suggests four overlapping areas of exploration 
that might help spark "creative re-formations" of the 
way English teachers Ciink about computers end 
their relationship to writing: (1) computers end 
teaching writing, (2) computers and language theory, 
(3) computers and learning from the past, end (4} 
computer research in other fields. (GEA) 

AN: EJ375263 

AU: Henney,-Meribeth 

Tl: Reading and Writing Interactive Stories. 

PY: 1988 

JN: Computing-Teecher; v15 n8 p45-47,60 May 

1988 

AV: UMI 

AB: Describes e project designed to teach 
elementary students to write interactive stories using 
an authoring system called Story Tree. Benefits of 
the project are discussed, including the development 
of oral language, listening, reading, end writing 
skills; and problems with the authoring system, the 
writing process, end the curriculum integration are 
reviewed. (LRW) 

AN: EJ372401 
AU: Wresch,-William 

Tl: Six Directions for Computer Analysis of Student 
Writing. 

PY: 1988 

JN: Computing-Teachor; v15 n7 pi 3-1 6,42 Apr 
1988 

AB: Discussion of programs for analyzing the writing 
of students using word processors focuses on six 
categories of available software that can help to 
improve students* writing skills: error checkers, 
reformetters, audietKie awartness programs 
(including reader's needs end ratability formulas), 
student conferencing utilities, gtading utilities, and 
automatic graders. (LRW) 

AN: EJ368918 

AU: MacArthur,-Charies-A. 

Tl: The Impact of Computers on the Writing Process. 
PY: 1988 

JN: Exceptional-Children; v54 n6 p536-42 Apr 1988 
AV: UMI 

NT: Special Issue: Research and Instruction in 
Written Language. 

AB: The paper discusses: features of word 
processors and their impact on the writing process 
end the social context for writing; research on word 
processors in schools erxl the potential instructional 
role of extensions to word processors, such as 



spelling and style checkers, synthesized speech 
output, computer networks, and interactive 
prompting programs. (Author/JDD) 

AN: EJ367281 
AU: Crewford.-Reg 

Tl: inside Qassroome: Word Processing and the 
Fourth Grade Writer. 

PY: 1988 

JN: Canadiarv-Journal-of-English-Language-Arts; vl 1 
n1 p42-46 1988 

AB: Describes an experiment introducing e word 
processor as e tool for writing in a fourth-grade 
clessroom. Discusses resulting effects on the writing 
process, especially, revision end editing and on 
attitudes toward collaborative efforts. (3D) 

AN: ED307616 

AU: Herrmann,-Andrea-W. 

Tl: Teaching Writing with Peer Resportse Groups. 
Encouraging Revision. ERIC Digest. 

CS: ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading end 
Communication Skills, Bloomington, IN. 

PY: 1989 
NT; 5 p. 

PR: EDRS Price - MF01/PC01 Plus Postage. 

AB: Writing instruction reflects e growing 
appreciation of the value of talk. By implementing 
; writing groups, teachers encourage students to 
give, seek, end react to orel feedback among 
themselves es they write, in addition to reacting to 
the teacher's traditional comments on finished 
papers. Collaboration in writing groups provides 
writers with an opportursty to read their drafts aloud 
end to discuss them fece-to-fece with a peer 
audience while the written product is taking shape. 
Studies of peer reaction show both positive and 
negative effects on revision. Preliminary evidence 
suggests that the nature of peer collaboration and 
feedback in classrooms where computers are used 
to teach writing differs from that in regular writing 
classrooms. Urxler certain cor>ditions, computers as 
writing tools appeer to promote e collaborative 
envirorvnent, both in learrxng to write end In learning 
to use the technology. The literature suggests that 
the effects of peer comments on revision is not a 
simple cause end effect matter, but rather a complex 
one, deper>dent upon the interrelationship of multiple 
factors within the evolving social environment of 
particular classrooms and groups of students. 
(Twenty-eight references are appended.) (MS) 

AN: ED307606 
AU: Shermis,-Michaei 

Tl: Word Procasslng and Writing Instruction. 

Focused Access to Belectad Topics (FAST) 
Bibliography No. 10. 

CS: ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading and 
Commurscation Skills, Bloomington, IN. 

PY: 1989 
NT: 6 p. 

PR: EDRS Price - MF01/PC01 Pius Postage. 

AB; Synthesizing research on writing instruction 
using word processors, this annotated bibliography 
contains 28 references of articles and papers in the 
ERIC database. The first section includes strategies, 
techrxques, exercises, activities, erxi Ideas on how 
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to use timo on o word processor most offoctivmy. 
Articles and papers discussing the numerous 
benefits of word^processor use, irtcluding motivating 
students to spend more time on task and 
encouraging changes and rewriting, are presented in 
the section. The resources in the last section will be 
helpful in selecting word-processing programs and 
other kinds of instructional software. (MS) 

AN: ED301887 
AU: Head,-SuservD. 

Tl: The Sweetweter Model for Writing Improvement. 
PY: 1988 

NT: 19 p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of 
the Association for the Development of Computer- 
Based Instructional Systems (Philadelphia, PA, 
November 5-7, 1988). 

PR: EDRS Price - MF01/PC01 Plus Postage. 

AB: This report describes a computer-assisted 
writing laboratory project integrating Model 
Curriculum Standards (teacher-developed 
instructional literature guides integrating the reading 
of core pieces of literature with the writing process), 
the writing process, computer hardware end 
software, and staff development. The report 
estimates that in the second year of the project 
(1988-89) 20,(X)0 students at 18 junior and senior 
high schools in the Sweetwater Union High School 
District (Chula Vista, California) will rotate through 
the 36 laboratories and complate a variety of writing 
essignnnents allowing them to incorporate revision as 
a natural part of writing end allowing the 250 
teachers to respond more to content end text-levol 
issues. The report also describes the 3-year 
evaluation plan for the project. Appendixes include a 
list of 41 literature-based writing assignments, the 
results of a survey of teachers In the project, end 
excerpts from student avaluatior>s. (RS) 

AN: ED300766 
AU: Balejthy,-Ernest 

Tl: Can Computers Be Used for Whole Language 
Approaches to Reeding and Language Arts? 

PY: 1988 

NT: 19 p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of 
the Keystone State Reading Association (Hershey, 
PA, November 4-8, 1988). 

PR: EDRS Price - MF01/PC01 Plus Postage. 

AB: Holistic approaches to ihe teaching of reading 
arxi writing, most .notably the WfK>la Language 
movement, reject the philosophy that lenguege skills 
con bo taught. Instead, holistic teachers emphasize 
process, arxi they structure the students' clessroom 
activities to bo rich in lenguege experience. 
Computers can be used as tools for whole language 
experiences in reading and writing, besed on 
principles of holistic language instruction. Classroom 
reading should center on children's literature rather 
than basal stories, end software of popular 
children's literature is available. Teacher feedback 
for writing should be provided during, not after, the 
writing process. For this, computer-based revision 
and editing programs are available for a wide variety 
of word processing software, giving feedback on 
grammar, usage, style, ar>d organization. The 
transition from oral language to print should be as 
f)atural as possible, favoring guided language 



experience over direct instruction in subskills. 

Several computer programs allow children to create 
their own stories on the conriputer, then read the 
stories back to the children using voice synthesis. 
Writing should culminate in publishing in order for 
children to develop a sense of authorship. Desktop 
publishing is a key computer-based application for 
developing this sense of authorship in children. 

These are only a few of the ways in which 
computers can be used in the whole language 
classroom. (A bibliography of Information on 
computers and whole language, and a list of 
educational software are appended.) (MM) 

AN: ED294642 
AU: Baxter,-Barbara-C. 

Tl: Teaching Basic Writing with Computers. 

PY: 119881 

NT: 10 p.; Paper presented et the Southeastern 
Conference on English in the Two-Year College 
(Louisville, KY, F' bruery 18-20, 1988). 

PR: EDRS Price - MFOI/PCOI Plus Postage. 

AB: Before undertaking a computer-assisted 
composition class, several factors should be 
considered. Rrst, there will be demands on the 
instructor to replan the entire course to include the 
effective use of computers; to teech furxiamental 
word-processing skills In addition to writing skills; to 
develop erK>ugh knowledge of herdwere and 
software to solve minor problems encountered by 
students; to compensate for new problems in 
student writing caused by the use of unfamilier 
word-processif)g programs and machines; erxi to 
monitor, assist, and schedule out-' ^class lab time in 
addition to class time. The use of computers also 
placas extra demarKis on students by disrupting their 
acoustomed methods of composing, placing 
ir>craased demands on short-term memory, arxi 
requiring additional out-of-class lab time. By careful 
advance planning, familiarizing themselves with the 
lab and the equipment, adjusting teaching end 
learning styles to the envirorxnent, carefully 
choosing a word-processing program, end enlisting 
the help of a lab assistant or a collaegua, instructors 
can allaviata many of these potential problems. 

While computers can be used for programmed 
grammar instruction, they are more useful for editing 
arxi correcting papers arxi in the writing stages of 
invention, development, end organizetion. Computer- 
assisted Instruction may not be sucoessful with 
every student, but it does provide alternetive 
learning strategies for some students who are 
resistant to conventional writing instruction. (MD6) 

AN: ED293130 

AU: Tone,-Bruce; Winchester,-Dorothy 

Tl: Computer-Assisted Writing Instructiott. ERIC 

Digest Number 2. 

CS: ERIC Clearinghouse on Reading ar>d 
Communication Skills, Bloomington, IN. 

PY: 1988 
NT: 4 p. 

PR: EDRS Price - MFOI/PCOI Plus Postage. 

AB: Reports in tite ERIC datsbese have found that 
computer-assisted writing instruction has some 
effect-if r>ot a dramatic impact-in both the quantity 
arxl quality of student writing. Although computers 
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are becomino more common in schools, the influx of 
computers Into schools may not assure students 
ample opportunity to use them. Limited time-orvtask 
mey be one of the reasons. However, the computer 
will almost certainly become nrwre and more a part 
of the lives of students, whatever the limits of the 
experience they have in using computers in school. 
The computer's greet advantage for writers who 
know how to compose on one is its facilitation of 
revision. (Twenty references are included.) (JK) 
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